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It is now time to drive forward with caution as our coast faces new dangers 
the public health and environment. Our goal today is to continue the intent of 
the necessary to ensure safe and healthful air in Los Angeles and 
even when additional occurs off our coast. 
There an air 
pollution 
certain there is 
needed. 
us on what measures 
development 
South Coast Air 
and federal health standards have 
of the worst air 
been exceeded. 
of offshore oil needs to be closely examined oni to red to make 
no interference with the 
Specifically, a com,...,..,, .. "'''n 
and maintenance state and 
review of the air pollution 
should consider the associated with increased oil 
the oil. I hope all of the testifying today will report 
are to ensure maximum air in all 
is 
oil 
I would to move as quickly as as we have many to hear from today, so I 
remind everyone to keep your testimony to a maximum of 10 minutes and I'm going to be 
the time very As we that time I will you to sum or may be forced to cut you 
off. 
The will focus on air pollution from oil If of 
the witnesses this first topic would come forward and in the first row 
to begin. 
Before I do so, I would like to introduce those who are in attendance. Senator Barry Keene 
somewhere between Sacramento airport and Los Angeles. He may or may not get here. 
Sch Hart--that's not Hart the name says Gary Hart--
is Gary Hart's administrative 
indica ted to both 
because she's 
of Research, and my Ann 
and the former chair of the Coastal Commission and I've 
wartz that she could ask as lf he were sitting here 
her to ask. with the Senate 
at the far and Harris to my immediate 
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right. 
Okay, the first witness representing--talking about air pollution from offshore oil development, 
industry/federal/state witnesses, Charles Kay, Manager of Texaco Co., Western Oil and Gas 
Association. 
MR. CHARLES KAY: Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the comrnittee. As you 
indicated my name is Charles Kay. I am the West Coast Environmental Coordinator for Inc. 
Los Angeles and I am appearing today on behalf of the Western Oil and Gas Association. I would 
like to address the relationship, as you have indicated you desire, between offshore development and 
onshore air quality. Since the most intense development is expected to be in the Santa Barbara area, 
I will concentrate on our efforts in that area at this point. 
Basically, the air quality problem as we see it has two components. First of all, there's the 
puhlic perception of the problem and then there's the scientific and technical definition of the 
problem as it must be dealt with by the regulatory agencies, the scientific community and the 
industry. 
It's very clear that the public perceives that there is a problem and that's reflected in the large 
number of federal, state and local regulatory agencies that are involved in attempting to evaluate 
and regulate the development that we're discussing. That perception by the public is reflected in the 
Legislature's concern as evidenced by hearings such as the one that you're holding today. What is 
considerably less clear is whether this perception is true and if so, to what degree it is true and the 
jury is still out on that point. 
California offshore development program has and is undergoing the most intense 
environmental scrutiny ever conducted for any industrial development project. There are am 
provisions for addressing the air quality issue through the regulations and the permitting process, and 
we as an industry are committed to complying with those. We want to see the questions about the 
actual onshore impacts answered so that development can proceed in an orderly fashion, a situation 
that is not only in our own best interests, of course, but we believe in the best interests of the 
nation's long-term energy security. We may be faced with an oil glut and falling prices right now but 
the resource is a finite one and it's only a matter of time, probably a few years, before we are as 
concerned as a nation about our dependence on foreign oil as we were only a few years ago. 
Attempts to clarify the real effects of offshore development have in the past been complicated 
by the fact that scientific experts from the industry and even the various government agencies, have 
often differed substantially about those effects. This is caused by a number of things. Basically, 
since you're dealing with propsective development--things that don't exist now--your best tool for 
doing that is some sort of modeling, mathematical modeling technique. Those have been hampered, 
particularly in the offshore area, by a lack of adequate data and adequate mathematical models to 
evaluate the effects that are still propsective. As a result, this has led to often adversarial 
relationships between the regulated industry and the regulators and lawsuits between all the various 
parties involved in this effort. 
These disagreements occurred primarily because industry and agency scientists would 
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occasionally agree on the limited data available to be used in models, seldom on the model 
be used, and almost never agree on base conditions and assumptions that are to be used in 
modeling. As a result of that, agency did studies that were studies 
and and neither 
spending their resources in to deal with this. 
In order for models to be useful, and they're not perfect but as I said, I believe they're the 
that we have to predict what those effects might be, but for them to be useful 
enormous amounts of data and very accurate data about existing air pollution, both onshore and 
offshore, about meteorological conditions, both onshore and offshore, about things like wind 
direction, wind speed and wind temperature in three dimensions over the area that you're concerned 
with, and about the air chemistry in the area of concern. 
In an attempt to try to figure out how this might be done in a cooperative fashion so that at 
least maybe we can agree on the data, an effort that has become known as MP, which is an 
anacronym which stands for the South Central Coast Cooperative Aerometric Monitoring Program, 
began to evolve about two years ago as a way of collecting information about pollution and 
atmospheric processes in a cooperative manner. Basically, this effort consists of the oil industry, 
representatives the air of the three counties--Santa Ventura and 
Luis Obispo are most at interest here--the California Resources Board, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Minerals Management Service of the Department of 
Interior. 
The of this effort were to try to go out and collect the best possible data that could 
be collected, an intense amount of data that would enable us to answer the question: Is there a 
and if so, how big is it. This effort has been funded both by industry and by the Federal 
Government in a joint fashion, but more important that it's been managed by the and all the 
various regulatory agencies in a joint fashion through a series of management and technical 
committees which have been aided by a group that we've called the Scientific Advisory Com 
which are eminent air quality and meteorological scientists from the academic community and the 
consultant community throughout the world who had input into making sure that design for 
program was as good as it could be. 
The effort has been a very successful, one to date and I have to commend 
agencies for cooperation in this effort in very difficult circumstances; these are very 
issues for everyone to with. Evidence of the successful cooperative nature of the project is the 
fact that there's about $1.2 million in the Fiscal Year 1986 Federal Budget, which is aimed at 
continuing cooperative work on this project. The SCCCAMP effort has been successful, not only as a 
technical exercise, because it addresses mutual needs of the government agencies, the public and 
the industry, and all of us can from a set of data about the processes at work 
in the Barbara Channel. But as I said, it wouldn't have been possible without the cooperative 
efforts on everybody's 
Once the data have been collected in effort and are archived and analyzed, model ust 
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be selected or created to assess the real impacts of offshore development on onshore air quality as 
opposed to the perceived impacts. Whatever form the remaining work that needs to be done takes, 
the industry is committed to working to continue the spirit of cooperation that has been developed 
through the course of the SCCCAMP project. 
I would like to just leave you briefly with my key points, I think, and that is we need to know 
what the actual air quality, onshore air quality impacts are with certainty and that question is still 
open. We need extensive high quality and data which are the best tools to understanding and 
answering that question. As an industry we're committed to obtaining those data and working toward 
an effective modeling effort. Obviously, we can't do those things alone, but only with the continuing 
efforts of the agencies who have cooperated to date under very trying circumstances. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Would you please wind up because you've exceeded your time. 
MR. KAY: Yes. We are committed to maintaining the spirit of cooperation that has marked 
that data collection effort into whatever procedure follows SCCCAMP as model evaluation 
utilization occur to minimize adversarial proceedings and answer the questions that concern all of us. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Let me ask you a question because you started off by saying 
something that, you know, there are perceptions and they may not be correct. Until those 
perceptions are answered, perception becomes reality. 
MR. KAY: That's true. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Okay, and so if everybody believes that what you're doing is wrong, 
you're accumulating all this data about how it isn't so doesn't really do very much. It seems to me 
one of the ways to change the perception--let me throw something at you. How would yo view the 
idea of the state shutting down onshore oil company facilities and imposing fees on the oil industry to 
pay for the new pollution controls in order to compensate for uncontrolled offshore oil/air emissions? 
MR. KAY: Well, I don't see that that would be in anyway justified when there is not •.• 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: I'm talking about perceptions, I'm talking about making the oil 
companies look like good guys in the eyes of the average citizen. 
MR. KAY: Well, if we're not in business, we're not likely to look like very good guys and if you 
want to shut us down until this problem is resolved, which is the way I understood your question, I 
can't see ••• 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: No, no, no ••• 
MR. KAY: How that resolves anything. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: No, that's not what I'm saying. If, in fact, because of the pollution 
problem onshore we have to shut down an oil company facility, but that the oil companies were 
willing to pay for, in other words, those who are--the oil industry would pay for the new pollution 
controls on the onshore. It seems to me that if the public began to be aware that you really were 
willing to do that kind of thing .•• 
MR. KAY: Well, Senator, I think in most cases in California we have the most comprehensive 
controls anywhere in the world on our own onshore facilities. In many cases it is impossible to put 
anymore controls on those in the first place, and in the second place, if they aren't in the area where 
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they really help anything, even if there is a problem from offshore oil; for 
Barbara Channel where we have very little onshore, and if we were to 
, in 
improvements or additional controls wouldn't im 
it's be 
Angeles there's very, very little more that can be done in our the most 
regulated from an air pollution in the basin and it would be very 
CHAIR ROSENTHAL: I'm not suggesting that that's not so. What I'm suggesting is 
the im that my constituents have is that's not so. 
MR. KAY: Well, I would invite them to look at the changes, for instance, have occurred 
the South Basin. If you the contributions of stationary sources, including 
refineries, to hydrocarbon and N0 x emissions, for over the last 10 or years relative to 
other sources, such as automobiles and so forth, and if you look at the share of that pie and how m 
it's decreased--and that's in publicly available information from the South Coast District and the Air 
Resources Board, I think it will be very clear the degree of controls that exist on our industry. Those 
information is widely available. We are intensely controlled in terms of our 




WARTZ: Mr. Chairman, if I may, I just have a couple of quick questions and 
It seems to many 
that we have a train here that's 
of we already have 
following on Senator Rosenthal's concern about 
the station and that train is the schedule for 
that are coming on-line, are com 
as you're aware, and in addition to that we have new lease sales 
we have an like SCCCAMP that has been underway for 
two as you e has not come out with a definitive, either data 
I'm and if so, I'd be happy for you to correct me--or a model or at the very least an 
about 
that there in the possibility that offshore air emissions have onshore 
Now, I have a question at the end of all this and that has to with the concern 
We are in the process, as you know, of issuing development 
that's going to be in place for many years in the Channel 
to follow, Ventura is in a similar other 
in Santa Barbara 
the Santa ~aria 
of Southern 
California are not far 
regulations for offshore 
At the same time we don't have new federal air quality 
in place. What does WOGA (Western Oil and Gas Association) 
suggest in terms of making those new regulations when they are forthcoming to development 
that are at this or to phrase another way, how can we make those new 
regulations meaningful in any way in so much development has already been approved in their 
MR. KAY: I think there are probably things that could be directed toward that 
are extensive now, extensive t conditions which 
assure controls on any facilities ••. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Well, if I may, as you know, I'm sure you've been following Exxon's recent 
permit ••• 
MR. KAY: Well, I'll have to tell you that I really haven't followed it in detail because I've been 
elsewhere. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Well, it's a case right on point to your comment because in fact, Exxon 
the County of Santa Barbara have had a great deal of difficulty in coming to terms with what is an 
appropriate amount of both concern and regulation, so I think the issue is still very much on the table, 
at least in terms of industry representatives apparently. 
MR. KAY: Well, I think that if there's a demonstrated need for controls, our industry has a long 
and clear history of putting on those controls and I don't think that we would change our position in 
any way in regard to that and ... 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Okay, specifically, right there then, how can we get those controls applied ••• 
MR. KAY: I think we can only intelligently come up with those controls if we know what the 
facts are and I don't think we know a sufficient amount of facts to answer those questions yet. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: When we do, do you think that WOGA would not object to having necessary 
controls, agreed upon necessary controls applied retroactively to projects that are already on-line? 
MR. KAY: I wouldn't want to say that that would be so, no. I don't think any of us are 
generally, in any walk of life or any position we are, in position of committing to retroactive 
legislation about anything, you know, that commit us to doing things like that. I think certainly we'd 
be considered and demonstrate--there are many other cases in existing facilities, for instance, in the 
refining basin that Senator Rosenthal, the refining area in the basin that Senator Rosenthal referred 
to where we have indeed put controls on existing facilities and there's no reason to say that that 
wouldn't occur in other areas if there was a clear demonstrated need for them, and I'm sure that 
that's the way that ..• 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Assuming that need could be determined at some point in the future, how do 
we make that determination meaningful while at the same time we have a process which, as you 
know, requires permit approvals to be obtained within a certain definite period of time and that's 
going forward in the absence of final determinations here? 
MR. KAY: I'm not sure that I followed that question. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Well, it's really very simple. We're on two tracks: one is the leasing and 
development track and the other is the development of air quality data and models and some agreed 
upon conclusions, and the development is proceeding much more quickly than the analysis and 
apparent agreement as to what the impacts will be and what controls will be necessary. So, with that 
development already occurring at some point in the near future, how do we make meaningful the 
regulations that we may agree on in the future? 
MR. KAY: Well, I can only reiterate what I said before and that is the fact for the regulations 
to be meaningful, they need to be based on good scientific facts. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: And let's assume that occurs at some point in the future. 
MR. KAY: Then at that point we're in a position of deciding what prospective and possibly what 
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retrofit regulations be a situation we're in in area where there 
facilities, area right here. And so I don't see 
that is a 
to address 
we face in 
needs. 
whe we the needs 
would need to reserve that of 
They have to reserve that authority or 80 years ago 
were built in basin to require retrofit controls on our to see why 
need to reserve that authority advance here. If a demonstrated need in any case can be, a 
can be demonstrated by any regulatory agency for controls of whatever sort, then can put those 
on at any It seems to me that's 
bank account or the nozzles on gasoline hose. I don't see this as any different. 
MS. SCH : Okay. Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much, Mr. Kay. Tom Dunaway, Regional 
Field Operations, 
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Mr. My name is Tom I am the 
in the Pacific OCS Region of the Minerals Management 
of Interior. We appreciate the opportunity to speak to this 
committee has requested that MMS provide ony concerning progress 
related to oil exploration, development and 
like to explain 
quality, and second, I will 
week to develop new air quality 





to the extent that offshore 
ambient air quality standards pursuant to 




a memorandum of 
three miles from shore are regulated the 
Air Resources and the county air 
to the Lands were finalized in March 
California since that time. In 
with the State of California have been made 
and specific lease sales. 




'7 held in November 1 
of Interior 
been implemented by a 
on 
are 
of Interior staff and staff of the Alr Board. 
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Lease/Sale '80, held in October 1984, also included air quality stipulations on leases issued. A 
recent agreement with the State of California defines specific requirements similar to those 
developed for Lease/Sale '73. 
The most significant actions affecting air emissions on OCS activities involve the negotiated 
rulemaking process that has recently started. I will briefly explain the background leading to this 
process. In July 1981, the State of California filed a lawsuit against the Department of Interior over 
its offshore air quality rules claiming that the rules promulgated in 1980 by former Secretary Andrus 
were: (1) Insufficient to protect the state's onshore air quality; (2) In violation of the 
Administrative Procedure Act and the National Environmental Policy Act; (3) In violation of the 
Clean Air Act provisions concerning conformity. 
The Citizens for a Better Environment and the Coalition for Clean Air have intervened on the 
part of the State of California, and the Western Oil and Gas Association have intervened on the part 
of the Department of Interior in the lawsuit. The Department of Interior, the State of California, the 
Citizens for Better Environment, and the Coalition of Clean Air and the Western Oil and Gas 
Association are called herein "parties to the litigation." 
Representatives from the Department of Interior and the State of California have met several 
times to try and resolve issues in the lawsuit out of court. As a result of these consultations, the 
Department of Interior developed and published in the Federal Register an Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulernaking suggesting a regulatory framework to address, in part, some of the concerns 
expressed by California and asking industry and the affected public to comment. On April 8, 1985, 
the State of California, through its Secretary of Environmental Affairs, proposed to the Department 
of Interior that a negotiated rulemaking process be used to develop a proposal for revising air quality 
rules for offshore California. The Secretary of the Department of Interior and the Governor of 
California have agreed that this is an appropriate process to explore for resolving the remaining air 
quality issues. A negotiated rulemaking process was thought to be a better means to address the 
concerns of both the environmental interests and the oil industry interests, possibly even to 
agreement among all parties. 
Agreement may permit the parties to dismiss the existing lawsuit. The five parties to the 
litigation agreed upon a "Summary Plan for Negotiating the Rulemaking on California Offshore Air 
Quality," which has established a framework for the negotiations. The four other parties of the 
named above will assist the Department in a selection of a contractor to serve as a 
facilitator and will participate in the negotiated sessions. If consensus is reached, the agreed 
rule would be published in the Federal Register as the Department of Interior's proposed rule, subject 
to the applicable federal laws and regulations concerning rulemaking. 
To pursue a negotiated rule making, the Department of Interior will use a neutral, third-party, 
conflict resolution expert to act as a facilitator to guide the negotiating process and to assist the 
negotiating parties in reaching settlement. The Department is committed to incorporating provisions 
on which there is unanimous agreement in the proposed rule, subject to the applicable federal laws 
and regulations concerning rulemaking, while reserving the right to incorporate in l ts proposed rule 
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governments regarding air 
Thank for this 
happy to answer them. 
CHAIRMAN 
to be even a consensus is not 
believes that the 
is 
continue to each offshore , to 
and to continue to in with state and local 
im 
testimony. If there are any questions, I'd be 
I'm concerned about the interim point that you 
because while we may that in a year's we may not. So, we're dealing with a 
serious public health would the Department agree to adopt a more stringent control for this 
interim at least until the final regulations are issued? 
MR. DUNAWAY: the right now stands current regulations that we 





as well as 
, we 
impact to 
if those showed negative 
Mr. 
in this context with local air 
MR. DUNAWAY: the 
should be a 
MS. WARTZ: And what 
what the 
we 
of (Inaudible) would be. And 
then would have to consider other 
does MMS consider to be its 
in terms of 
feels that the alr pollution control district 
point in time consider the 





prepared prior to this I had 
already some 
some background on the 
years. 
Rosenthal. is Pm 
of John Van Kamp, California's In my, in what I 
on going over 
that situation. 
that 
of Mr. Dunaway has 
what I'd like to do is with 
between Interior and the over the 
The dispute really started back in 1978 when Congress directed Interior to adopt to 
address the onshore impacts of offshore activities and when Congress was considering the question, 
they were looking at it with California specifically in mind due to the fact that we have a 
meteorology that brings the offshore pollutants onto shore, and because areas such as Southern 
California, now even Santa Barbara, are experiencing substantial air quality problems. When Inte 
promulgated its regulations, however, it took an approach that didn't recognize the unique aspects of 
the California situation and which when implemented, effectively release most OCS facilities from 
control. Now from the point of view of the state, that was not appropriate, that was not acceptable 
and that's what led to the lawsuit. From the point of view of the people we represent in this lawsuit, 
and right now that's the Governor and the Air Resources Board, adequate regulations had to take into 
consideration our unique meteorology, our existing health problems on shore by virtue of air pollution, 
and in effect, should provide for offshore facilities a level of regulations which is equivalent to that 
imposed on onshore facilities. 
I think one of the interesting things about this is that EPA in some recent comments to Interior 
sort of highlighted what the problem is. You can't cut a line at three miles out and say on the one 
side it's your problem and the other side is our problem. We're dealing with a unified air shed and 
what happens offshore, for many miles offshore is directly relevant to what happens onshore as well. 
And EPA in these comments, they're the comments on the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking 
that Mr. Dunaway made reference to, noted something that's very important, which is that if we're 
going to have a situation that works between onshore and offshore, then the burdens of regulating 
have to be equitable. You can't expect the onshore facilities to absorb an inequitable amount of the 
regulations and the controls while offshore facilities go uncontrolled. This sort of forms the basis of 
the dispute that has existed between the state and Interior over the years. 
Now Mr. Dunaway made reference to the provisions that have been developed in the context of 
Lease/Sale '73, Lease/Sale '80 and we agree that the Lease/Sale '73 stipulation is the more stri 
stipulation, is a more stringent control measure than Interior's regulations are, but I think in looking 
at this whole process you have to look at how we got from Lease/Sale '73 to Lease/Sale '80. When the 
Lease/Sale '80, the final decision was made on that sale there were no effective air quality provisions 
in it. Interior, although the Governor and the Attorney General had both asked that the Sale '73 
provisions be incorporated into it, Interior didn't do that and it is only under a threat of litigation 
my office and by the City of Los Angeles that Interior reopened negotiations with the Governor's 
office and agreed to impose most of the Sale '73 provisions on Sale '80. 
The other factor that enters into this now is the negotiated rulemaking. This, as Mr. Dunaway 
pointed out, this began in earnest within the past several weeks. It is our hope that negotiated 
rulemaking will result in a consensus on this problem that will lead to new regulations that will 
provide sufficient protection to California's onshore air quality. To say, however, that we've started 
the process is, of course, far different from saying that we successfully completed it and over the 
course of the next year there are many obstacles that are going to have to be dealt with and there 
always is going to be a possibility that this rulemaking will not be successful. I think we have to--we 
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be too over the 
state and the to 
our we think that the 
for a 
The other 
em is that we have now. We have tracts that have 
in '48, and which don't have 
we're having problems with them. The recent 
Santa Barbara over the Ynez unit approval just that. When Interior 
regulations, the regulations that are in all 
them from review. 
that any effective resolution to the 
and I would hope in dealing with 
one of the in the lawsuit and I think 
quality is going to have to deal with situation 
based on the data that's and based on the 
of the law as Congress imposed that what we will see is that there will be an application the 
new regulations to so that we don't have this y; some 
some not being controlled. 
That sum and I'm 
thank you very much. in my mind--if the 
which you've and which I , you know, if it comes 
and there's we need a But if, in fact, it doesn't essential 
that you and I think to be we back into court? 
MR. MAN: one of the bases on this is forward, it's 
within the context of the lawsuit is to be there and 
the way that would be dismissed is if there is an 
to the problem out of this process. 
Okay, thank very much. your testimony. We'll 
now hear from Venturini, Chief of Division of the California Air Resources 
And as 
WOGA's claim that 
was one issue so I would like to have your 




very to be here today and to 
concerns we have 
have been and are to 
and I not to cover areas that 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: 
MR. Our concern 
factor is the 
few I think in the late 
to address that in my 
at the California Air Board. 
to you an overview 
development the coast of California and what 
to read my 
have already covered. 
that. 
ust summarize 
comes about from a number of factors and the first 
and off the coast of the 
'90s we're at like barrels 
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of petroleum production. Estimates I've been provided are looking at upwards of 460,000 or 
more per day in the mid 1990s. Of course, with this increased production the activities that are 
undertaken to develop, find and process these resources consume energy. When you consume energy, 
usually through the combustion of fossil fuels, you produce air pollution. That's where our concern 
comes 
Briefly, the main pollutants that we're concerned about from OCS development are 
nitrogen and hydrocarbons, primarily because they are precursors to ozone and ozone is a pollutant 
that is widely, that standard is widely violated in Southern California. And of these two, it's 
oxides of nitrogen that is of the greatest concern because of the magnitude of the emissions, the 
contribution to ozone formation and unfortuantely, because their control is fairly complex and can be 
costly. To kind of put these emissions into perspective, let me just indicate that if these OCS sources 
were located onshore in California, they would be subject to local district regulations which would 
require the application of best available control technology and offsets to ensure that there would be 
no net increase in emissions from their construction. 
The other element of our concern has to do with the unique meteorological and topograph 
conditions that exist off the coast of California and because of these unique conditions, emissions 
emitted over the ocean are generally transported onshore to contribute to the onshore 
burden. And studies that we have conducted and had conducted for us have indicated that emissions 
occurring off the coast are generally transported onshore, particularly during the smog season. 
as was ,r1entioned earlier, modeling studies have been performed by us and others which have 
indicated that offshore emissions can have an adverse impact onshore. 
Let me stress, though, at this point, that there is not complete agreement, obviously, on this 
and the extent of this impact and I think these disagreements have presented difficulty for all of us, 
for industry, the regulated community, and probably caused some confusion on the part of the public. 
Some of the steps that we alluded to earlier in terms of studies are efforts to try to resolve the 
technical differences and develop the technical and scientific tools to hopefully gain a better 
understanding into the impacts of offshore emissions. 
Well, why are we concerned? Why is this so important? Well, the areas that are adjacent to 
the current OCS development, particularly in Southern California, are areas that are now in violation 
of federal health based air quality standards. Santa Barbara South, a!l these coastal areas are 
violating the ozone standard. They have not--Ventura County, South Coast Air Basin--have not been 
able to demonstrate attainment of the standard by statutory deadline of 1987. That makes them 
subject to federal sanctions; construction bans, cut off of highway and sewage funds. Santa Barbara 
ln their 1982 plan projected attainment of the standard by 1987 but it seems clear now that that will 
not be attained and Santa Barbara is embarking upon a reassessment of their air quality plant. I'm 
sure you'll hear more of that later from them. Therefore, the extent of the impact of OCS emissions 
is important, critical to California. If they're not mitigated, onshore sources may be faced with the 
burden of further controls and this burden could be imposed in areas which are trying to take every 
measure possible to deal with their onshore pollution problem and make them subject, possibly, to 
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sanctions. 
Another concern is that many of these areas, particularly Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, are 
not heavily industrialized for the opportunity for further emission reduction is limited there 
aren't the large base of sources from which additional emission reductions can be obtained. One final 
point, which is particular of concern San Luis Obispo is that is a county that is 
barely achieving the federal ozone standard. They're in violation of the state standard but are i n 
achievement of the federal standard. The concern here is the potential for that area to go into 
violation of the federal standard which would trigger the requirement to develop a plan to put 
additional pollution controls on sources within that area's jurisdiction. 
I don't think I'll go into the regulatory aspects and others have covered the relationship between 
the state and the federal government there. Let me go now, address very quickly what we've been 
doing and some of this has been alluded to already. While we've been trying to deal with this issue we 
have been taking steps to address these air quality concerns. You've heard the cooperative, the 
agreements with Lease/Sale '73 and Lease/Sale '80. Even before those there were cooperative 
agreements which were negotiated between various oil companies to obtain the installation of 
pollution controls on offshore facilities, and also were required in some cases, onshore mitigation. 
We're also very actively involved in the review of offshore oil and gas development projects. We 
provide local districts at their request, write comments to the Coastal Commission and participate in 
the joint review panels which are responsible for developing the environmental impact reports for 
these projects. 
With respect to these technical differences, Mr. Kay mentioned the two studies that are 
proceeding, the JIM study and the SCCCAMP study. We're hopeful that those studies will help 
provide some insight into these issues. And finally, I think probably most importantly, was the 
beginning of discussions with the Department in '84 to try to resolve this longstanding dispute and, as 
you heard, has led now to this negotiated rulemaking process. We believe it's a very important step 
and hope that through this process we can have an agreed upon set of air quality regulations for the 
California OCS. I think through that process and all the parties with an interest, if they can come to 
some agreement, will provide the assurances that the public needs that the regulations will be 
adequate to protect onshore air quality. 
I think with that I'll complete my statement. I'll be happy to answer any questions. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Do you have a question? 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Mr. Chairman, I do. Mr. Venturini, you mentioned that ARB has successfully 
or recently negotiated conditions or stipulations with industry representatives and DOI. Specificially, 
I'd like to know how adequate or let me put this another way. Do you believe, does ARB believe that 
there's room for improvement in the kinds of agreements that have been made to date regarding best 
available control technology, regarding things like electrification of platforms, technological 
possibilities for reducing offshore emissions? 
MR. VENTURINI: Okay. I think there's always going to be some room for improvement in 
whatever we do. We're constantly looking at new technology and how it can be applied. In the 
-13-
on Lease/Sale '73 there's agreement between us and the Department to review 
the list of control technologies that were identified, to update them to whatever is state of the 
so to that yes, we're trying to improve and make sure that the best technology is 
the biggest area of concern is probably not the control technology but 
you with any residual impact and that's where I think the major issue has been because 
differences among the parties. 
MS. WARTZ: Well, I think in terms of the burden being placed on 
for offshore emissions, anything that can be reasonably done offshore to 
to minimize the emission would be deemed appropriate. 
VENTURINI: I agree. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Does the ARB see that relationship and agree with that? 
MR. VENTURINI: Yes. I think the maximum use of control technology is the 
step to minimize any emissions. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much, Mr. Venturini. Now, Carrie Small, 
mission. 
CARRIE SMALL: Good Morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and 
name is Carrie Small. I'm a staff counsel at the Coastal Commission. Today Pm 
of our executive director, Peter Douglas, and commission staff. Unfortunately 
conflicts prevented Mr. Douglas from being here today. Also, the schedule 
authority to speak on behalf of the commission itself, however, much of the 
reflects concerns on other occasions by the commission. We thank you for 
Today's agenda includes representatives of a number of state and local whose 
is to address air pollution problems. For offshore oil projects in federal waters, the concerns 
are addressed through the State Coastal Commission's consistency review. Also 
are rrnittlng agencies. The Coastal Commission has been working with all of those 
in an effort to resolve issues and to standardize procedures and requirements. 
Under the consistency process the Coastal Commission has reviewed consistency 
for over 100 of exploration and 12 development and production plans over the 
statistics from those 7 years give the impression that the air quality of the state has been 
Over 90 of the consistency certifications have received concurrence 
com however, hindsight has shown there to be serious flaws in the 
decisions were reached. 
In particular, we believe the primary flaw in the consistency decision 
of available information. The chairman of the Coastal Commission recently addressed 
on 
congressional subcommittee on this issue. A key element of his testimony was our concern over 
fact that the environmental impact statement is generally unavailable at the time the commission 
undertakes its consistency review. Under the schedule established by the Minerals 
Service for the review of offshore oil and gas projects, the EIS is not completed until well 
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statutory deadline for the commission's action. The lack of the environmental impact statement also 
handicaps the other state and local agencies, including the Air Resources Board and the 
pollution control districts on which the commission must rely for information and for 
that a project does not violate the requirements. 
The problems of considering projects prior to completion of the EIS is illustrated by events in 
the central Santa Maria basin. The information that we had available at the time of the consistency 
certification seriously underestimated the production from that basin. The increased production and 
the attendant increases in crew and supply vessel transport, refining, and even onshore pollution, will 
result in air quality impacts not anticipated when the commission concurred in these projects. We 
think this experience shows that we must have the facts at the time of a consistency certification, 
not seek to get commitments after that process has already taken place. 
This lack of information has not entirely foreclosed consideration of air quality problems. 
You've heard today that there have been measures that have been committed to on the DPB's and the 
POE's, however, a lack of information has seriously limited our ability to identify all feasible 
mitigation measures and in particular, to identify opportunities for consolidation, phasing of projects 
and production schedules, and other measures to address cumulative impacts. 
Some of the mitigation measures required through the consistency process have addressed 
problems we've seen in the consistency process. In several instances, applicants have been required 
to provide air quality monitoring or fees for air quality studies. Large scale studies of air quality 
impacts must continue. Also, comprehensive monitoring of emissions from existing platforms must 
continue. We also need studies of available technology. Information is needed before the lease/sale 
stage so that potential impacts can be adequately addressed in the state's comments. Also, and of 
greatest importance, the state must be able to enforce the mitigation measures it has required. 
Personnel and funding must be available for site inspections to ensure that the equipment required by 
the terms of the consistency certification is in place and functioning properly. 
To date most of our experience has been through the consistency process. This experience 
shows that the exploration rig and the production platform drive the other portions of offshore oil 
projects. The rig and platform require attendant facilities to function, thus, thorough consideration 
must take place at this stage of the approval process, whether under the consistency process or under 
the permit process for projects in state waters. As you surely know, we're expecting an increase in 
leasing activities in state waters and also an increase in production from leases in those tidelands. 
I've discussed one of the lessons from the consistency process; we need environmental 
information at the beginning of the process. Another lesson learned from the federal process is that 
the lease period must be long enough to provide for sensible management and for maximum feasible 
environmental mitigation. The five-year lease period under the Outer Continental Shelf Act has 
created tremendous pressures to go forward regardless of the environmental consequences and 
regardless of whether that pace is really necessary in the interest of energy needs. In particular, this 
schedule has limited the opportunities to undertake planning and to phase and unitize development. 
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number of energy staff--our six people or eight people, something like that that we have--many of 
whom were involved in other projects covering the processes in different parts of the state. 
Oftentimes those meetings are on a weekly basis and we just can't be there. I am one of four 
attorneys for the whole state. About half of my time is devoted to energy issues; the rest is devoted 
to land use issues in the entire South Coast Basin, ls one area of my responsibility. I'm 
responsible for many areas of the North Coast Basin. It's very, very difficult. We lack numbers of 
staff, also technical expertise and it is a serious concern. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much for your testimony. 
MS. SMALL: Thank you for the opportunity. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: All right, now we're going to go into the local government and 
public interest witnesses. I'd like to invite up to the front Tom Houston, Sheila Lodge, Toru Miyoshi, 
Diane Guzman, Dick Baldwin, Robert Klausner, and Mark Abramowitz, so that if you're sitting up 
front we can move a little more quickly. Let me indicate again that we have the time constraints. 
Each one of you are limited to a maximum of 10 minutes and I will, as I have, be cutting you off and 
would appreciate if, in fact, of reading full statements, you could perhaps tel! us basically what your 
bottom line is. And so with that, Tom Houston, Office of the Mayor, Tom Bradley. 
MR. TOM HOUSTON: Senator Rosenthal, it's indeed a pleasure to be here to testify before the 
committee on behalf of Mayor Tom Bradley and the entire City of Los Angeles. I want to emphasize 
that offshore air pollution is just one aspect of some of the severe air pollution problems which the 
Los Angeles basin is suffering from but has the potential to truly be a very significant increase in our 
smog in this area. 
I want to spend just a little bit of time describing the current smog situation in Los Angeles 
because despite the City's efforts to do something dramatic about air pollution, we have not, in our 
minds, gotten the cooperation of the State Air Resources Board. And let me just summarize very 
briefly three areas of concern before I turn directly to the additional impact that any offshore oil 
development will have. 
First of all, the Air Resources Board's efforts to control diesel emissions have been weak and 
indecisive. They have refused to require new diesel cars to meet the same standards as new gasoline 
cars. They have been unwilling to mandate auto diesel engine smog control inspections, and they 
have moved in an incredibly snail-like pace in eliminating diesel fuel pollution standard exemptions 
granting to small refineries. The City has an ongoing battle with ARB about doing more in the diesel 
area. 
Secondly, in the area of NOx emissions, the State Air Resources Board has dragged its feet in 
enacting tougher NOx emissions standards to apply to automobiles in the Los Angeles area. The 
board has known for over three years that we had the low cost technology available to require that 
NOx emissions standards in new automobiles move from .7 to .4 grams per mile, and ultimate 
reduction in 65 million tons of pollution in the Los Angeles area, or each day there's been 13.5 
less tons of NOx emissions on the streets of Los Angeles if the new NOx standards which were 
available in 1983 were enacted. 
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Finally, in the area of ride-sharing, the ARB has again refused to play a leadership role in 
assisting the City and others in meeting their responsibilities for creative ride-sharing programs. We 
are left alone arguing before the local smog district in favor of ride-sharing programs with or 
no support from the State ARB. So, we believe that in our efforts to fight smog e the 
and particularly the Air Resources Board, has been our number one enemy. 
Now, let me turn briefly to the offshore oil air pollution problem and let me say 
both Mayor Bradley and the City of Los Angeles remains firrnly opposed to any 
development in the Santa Monica Bay or in other environmentally sensitive areas up and down 
California coast. We have fought for years to maintain the moratorium against such drilling and we 
lost this, as we all know, last year through the intervention of Governor Deukmejian who sent 
telegrams at the critical moment to reverse the United States Congress vote on that moratorium. As 
a result of that telegram and the switching of two votes, we are here today trying to address the very 
difficult problem of what do we do if there is development off our coast with its dramatic im on 
air pollution. 
The bottom line from the City's perspective is before we will tolerate any leases at and 
again, that is not--we don't want any leases, but if we have to tolerate them, if the Interior 
Department and the State of California go forward with this drilling activity, the bottom line is tha 
the same standard must be met in any offshore oil drilling rig that is required within the 
Angeles. The committee might recall back in 1983 when lease-sale '80 was up, the City of Los 
at the urging of Mayor Bradley, threatened to bring suit agaisnt the Federal Government to 
block any and leasing until those smog standards on offshore oil drilling were the same as any 
activity within the City of Los Angeles and we went all the way to the courthouse steps with 
lawsuit and had a press conference scheduled when we got a call from the Secretary of Interior's 
office saying that they were backing off, that they would give us those type of standards. But 
we had to go all the way to the courthouse to get reasonable standards put on lease-sale 
Among other things, the Mayor and the City will insist upon if there is any offshore 
(1) That all those rigs comply with onshore smog standards; 
That the most effective control technologies available be applied on those 
That the analysis of a cumulative impact be developed before any leasing go forward 
total impact of those offshore wells upon ambient air quality standards in the Los Angeles Basin; 
A review of air quality impacts and required technologies in cooperation with the state and 
a detailed study of what are the additional technologies that we could comply, both on land and 
offshore to improve our ambient air quality standards; 
We will insist on state inspection and not just federal inspection--state of the 
small control measures and technology put on any drilling rig; 
(6) And then we will require significant consideration of substantial which will affect 
industries throughout the Los Angeles basin, if there is any oil development and specifically, on any 
oil continuing to operate in the Los Angeles basin. If we're going to have the irn of air 
pollution off the coast, then we've got to take even more dramatic action with to refineries in 
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the Los Angeles basin. 
As always, Mayor Bradley and the City of Los Angeles is to do everythin.s ls and 
the City's power to reduce air 
drilling if it is rammed down our th 
in this basin. We will continue our 
a Secre of Interior and 
Governor of to end to make sure that the sm 
standards that are imposed on do not have a adverse irn m 
irn t upon our board and the sm situation in Los Angeles. 
Again, it's been my pleasure to appear before the comm and I would take any 
that you might have. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. Yes. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: One Mr. Houston. Does the of Los have any staff 
capability for dealing with this area of technology as it relates to air quality controls? Do you have 
the capability to investigate, to look into--when we say "best available control technology," who 
determines what's best and what's available? 
MR. HOUSTON: I'd say what the City of Los Angeles would do would be to pool it's financial 
resources and work through SCAG and hiring the appropriate technicians and engineers that we would 
need for that of study. The state has the greater in doing it and I think we'd just insist 
on some state involvement in that undertaking. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: And presently SCAG is not yet doing ••• ? 
1viR. HOUSTON: No, we'd have to up to do that. All along the coast we have fought 
any so we do not have staffs that are ready to tackle this problem. It is a m 
pact, would be a or and we don't have the expertise. We'd have to go out at 
considerable taxpayer expense and that 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. Lodge, Mayor, of Santa Barbara. 
MS. SHEILA LODGE: Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ms. Schwartz and staff members, I am 
Sheila Lodge, Mayor of the of Santa Barbara. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you 
today to present my views on air quality problems resulting from offshore oil and gas development. 
Air quality and the potential degradation of air quality is of enormous important to our city. 
First and foremost, we are concerned for the health of our citizens. We have a large populatio of 
retired individuals. For the United the of people and older is 11 in 
City of Santa Barbara it's 18 percent. of these have special health needs. Healthful 
living conditions are one of the attractions for people choosing our area for retire1nent. 
Another sector of our economy is on tourism. Again, we're dependent upon the overall 
attractiveness of our comm to 'naintain this econom 
The im of air is, of course, difficult to isolate or quantify. Nonetheless, we 
believe there would be significant economic losses in the city if we suffered further degradation of 
our air quality. Visitors who look at our normally beautiful views and see a sky filled with brown 
are not likely to return. We are concerned about the extent to which air from the 
offshore oil and gas development tie our hands in further development 
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within the City of Santa Barbara. The south coast portion of our county, including the City of Santa 
BarbarJ., is currently in violation of federal air quality standards for ozone. If the offshore 
development exacerbates existing air quality problems, not only do we risk sanctions from the EPA, 
but the pollution control district will be forced to place more strict controls or even prohibitions 
on other types of development. 
Due to the concerns described above, along with many others, the City Council of Santa 
Barbara has maintained an active interest in the planning for oil and gas development despite our 
posrt10n outside the permitting process. We have worked to use our influence as to how that 
development would proceed. We established policies which call for best available control technology 
for all offshore and onshore facilities and use of emissions offsets, the preservation of federal and 
state clean air standards during all levels of production, and the use of pipelines rather than tankers 
to transport crude oil to the producer's refinery destinations. 
In the area of progress in resolving problems I see tremendous gains made in the last year at the 
local level ln Santa Barbara County where we, in fact, have local control over the process and where 
individual project applicants have been willing to work with the county. The county has been 
effective in fashioning procedures and mechanisms to ensure environmental protection. The county 
has adopted policies requiring pipeline transportation of crude oil produced in the county. Elimination 
of air emissions from tanker operations was one of the major objectives in adopting this policy; 90 to 
96 percent of the emissions in oil transportations are removed when you use pipelines as against 
tankers. Pipeline proposals are moving forward to service oil producers with most of the oil going to 
refinery destinations in Texas and the remainder in possibly the Los Angeles area. 
Where there has not been any significant progress is in the jurisdictional disputes over air 
quality problems. These appear to fall into two categories: The first with which we are all familiar 
is the federal authority over air emissions from installations and activities in federal waters as 
exercised by MMS. The ongoing lawsuit and the anticipated negotiated rulemaking on this issue, we 
are still years away from any resolution. In the meantime, we are seeing projects designed and 
approved, dependent only on the voluntary cooperation of the applicants to achieve the offshore air 
emission reductions needed to prevent further degradation onshore. We've been pleased with the 
agreements achieved by Santa Barbara County with Chevron, which was representing eight oil 
companies in a consortium, and Union for their projects. These applicants have largely agreed to 
control measures identified by Santa Barbara, the county, even on the federal portion of their 
projects, including best available control technologies at start up. This allows a conservative 
approach to protecting our air quality while further data collection and modeling are conducted. It 
also allows the projects to proceed without lengthy litigation. 
It is ironic that Santa Barbara County has been able to obtain this cooperation from the 
companies while the MMS has been unresponsive to requests for interim air quality controls on the 
OCS. It is further irony that while we wait for the outcome of federal rulemaking--l'm sorry, there's 
been a problem here in the pagination--in any event, the county has been successful in dealing with 
some of the oil companies that have been willing to work with us and with the county, but without the 
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assistance of MMS in the, what some of the oil companies that have not been willing to work 
together, be cooperative. We are having many problems. 
From my perspective in local government I would look to this committee for help at the state 
level in working with MMS. Discussions are needed to identify acceptable means of ensuring 
rulernaking and that further modeling proceed. Efforts such as this hearing should serve to focus the 
concerns of those of us who are living with the consequences of what is happening offshore as well as 
the expertise of state agencies responsible for overseeing the development activities. I would hope 
that statewide strategies could be developed to present a consistent and unified position to the 
federal agencies regarding air needs for air quality protection. 
Thank you very much and I'd be happy to answer any questions. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: All right, our next witness will be Diane Guzman, Director of 
Resource ~lanagement Department for Santa Barbara County. 
MS. DIANE GUZMAN: Yes, thank you very much for inviting us today. I am also representing 
Supervisor Toru Miyoshi and the Board of Supervisors. My name is Diane Guzman, I am the Director 
of the Resource Management Department for Santa Barbara County. I'd like to give you some 
background information and then tell you how things are really working. As you know, Santa Barbara 
County is currently faced with reviewing and potentially permitting several oil and gas development 
projects, both the onshore components such as processing plants and pipelines, as well as certain 
offshore facilities within the three-mile zone where the county has air permitting authority. The 
current level of activity is expected to increase over the next few years as additional oil and gas 
leases are developed. The county is anticipating production levels to increase from the current 
80,000 barrels a day to perhaps as such as 500,000 barrels a day. 
Santa Barbara County has currently approved three major OCS projects: an interim and long-
term marine terminal and our component of a major pipeline project. This increased level of 
development presents several service problems for the county, certainly industrialization of our 
coastline and potential degradation of the county and the region's air quality. The south coast portion 
of Santa Barbara County is currently designated a non-attainment area for ozone. In other words, we 
exceed the federally mandated air quality standard. As a result of these exceedances the county has 
adopted strong policies and regulations that will help to reduce the expected increased air quality 
impacts from this oil and gas development. Unfortunately, local and state governments have no 
direct authority to control emissions on the Outer Continental Shelf or beyond three miles. 
The Federal Minerals Management Service's current air quality regulations are not, in our 
opinion, adequate to protect the onshore air quality, particularly in non-attainment areas. Because 
the county and the region are directly impacted by the development of the OCS, we hope that federal 
laws ln the new rulemaking process will resolve this problem by strengthening the rules to be 
consistent with state and local regulations. However, there is one big problem that Santa Barbara has 
is that those rules are not yet in place. You've heard the representative from MMS say a year from 
now. We already had to approve three projects and we will have potentially several more before 
those new rules are in place. 
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So what are we doing and how is it working? Rather than tell you all of what we are 
there isn't enough time, I'm going to hit five main points: our transportation policies, our 
our permit conditions, the joint environmental documents, and the air 
First of under transportation policies, Mayor Lodge mentioned that we did 
came up with a strong recognition that pipeline transportation is 
from an air quality point of view. And how has that worked? We have now 
through Santa Barbara County and it may tie in either to Los Angeles and/or the Gulf 
area. we think we have at least approved the project and portions of it are under construction 
on your you'll hear some more about that later. So I think that that's been a success. 
The interim air strategies were devised by Santa Barbara County as a way to try and address 
a problem in a more comprehensive way before we had all the answers, so we 
emissions on OCS within the county and what we found is there is a severe limit on 
within our jurisdiction, so severe, in fact, that we felt extraordinary measures would be 
like full electrification of the platforms from grid power, not from 
at 
of fueling the crew and supply boats; a fairly extensive list. How has that worked? I'm 
to 
start 
has than enthusiastic support from industry and the M 
a commitment to follow up on any of those strategies from 
but not a finish. 
conditions--Santa Barbara County has evolved a permit 
very com set of permit conditions, both through our land use and 
very 
authority to construct. On each of the projects that we have approved we have 
conditions and requirements. Well, how have those worked? We have two 
where we are in agreement and those projects are proceeding and we have one 
in litigation in federal court. We are in the process of trying to settle 
with a way to reach agreement. 
Joint environmental documents--at the onset of this major push for Santa 
Barbara Santa Barbara County in conjunction with the Minerals Management Service 
Commission and the California Caostal Commission agreed to have a 
in the preparation of the basic environmental documents, the EIR's and And we 
those studies together in a partnership to look at the entire in one document 
the cumulative impact. I think those have been a very great success and our documents that are 
value to the and decision makers and all of the agencies involved and it's a im 
The last point was the update to our air quality attainment plan pursuant to the Clean 
Act. We've been notified by the Environmental Protection Agency that we must update our 
air plan to include the onshore effects of the OCS emissions. This is an im 
because it will be the way for us to forecast in a more comprehensive way what are the 
onshore air im Well, how has that worked to date? Well, we're just getting started and we 
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in midst or find ourselves in the middle of a jurisdictional debate on the federal level. The county is 
being held responsible for the onshore impact by the Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Minerals Management Service has the authority to regulate the OCS and currently has different 
standards than what we feel are necessary. 
I thought it might be helpful to just briefly review with you the kinds of agree1nents that have 
worked. We have worked out agreements, and I'm not necessarily commenting on whether they are in 
our jurisdiction, they're voluntary. We have in some cases received offsets in the OCS, one for one 
for OCS emissions. We have conditions to reopen the permits that we've already granted when we 
know more. When, for example, SCCCAMP may be finished or when our air quality attainment plan 
is finished or when we're able to combine the results of SCCCAMP with the new GEM study. We have 
made requirements on these companies for curtailment plans and that is to give us some authority to 
shut down their onshore operations before we reach a Clean Air Act violation, so it's not the episode 
plan that you're familiar with here in L.A., but something before you get to that point. We have 
routinely been requiring greater than one for one offsets within our own air jurisdiction. 
I'd like to leave you with the following thought: As you look at the implications for California, I 
think that the Santa Barbara County experience points out that local government has a very 
important role to play in solving not only the details of the design and location, but solving the air 
pollution problems associated with offshore oil. And I think you also should recognize that Santa 
Barbara has made, in conjunction with the state and federal government, significant achievements in 
addressing these problems, but until the difference in treatment between OCS emissions and 
emissions within state jurisdictions is resolved, none of us can guarantee our citizens protection of 
their air quality. Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you. Let me ask you a question. We're all aware, of course, 
that you recently sued the Interior Department regarding an Exxon offshore oil project and just trying 
to get a sense of the Interior Department's commitment to reach a consensus on regulating offshore 
oil, can you briefly describe your efforts to negotiate with the Interior Department prior to deciding 
to file that lawsuit? 
MS. GUZMAN: Yes, I'll try to be very brief because you recognize they are very extensive. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Right. 
MS. GUZMAN: Probably the first step was the agreement on the part of Minerals Management 
Service to prepare a joint environmental document with us so that we used the same consultants and 
did go through very rigorous study. Now, the Minerals Management Service is the lead for the federal 
environmental regulations and we were, on the particular case you mentioned, the lead for the 
California ones. The resulting document pointed out _ clearly the differences between 
\1MS's approach to air regulations and the ones we have In California. As we went through our own 
permitting process for the onshore permits, we pursued the standards that we felt were appropriate 
and Minerals \1anagement Service pursued their own standards and as we got down to the points of 
making decisions, and I think there was plenty of discussion perhaps and information, but not a 
meeting of the minds. Because what happened was Minerals Management Service made their record 
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that to include the standards and that 
within the 
in the 
side of that same document and we felt and made the 
we had included in the California side of the document. We felt that those additional 




MAN Thank you very much. 
GUZMAN: Thank you. 
MAN We move on now. 
: Thank you, Mr. name is 
Air Pollution Control Officer and that came a few other chores as 
area. I am now the of Pollution 
committee, I'm the co-chairman of the SCCCAMP program 
and Pm a member of the JIM's policy committee, so OCS has taken a bit of rny life recen 
I'd describe and not cover, not wha t 1s been 
where 
the kinds of that I have to do in to and onshore 
and it been alluded to that there's two kinds of areas: attainment 
In the areas the are 
exist and in the northern Barbara area and the 
to clean air 
areas are 
it concern of those that affect the future of 
that air area. In the areas--we have 
out how to attain those and not 
are. You've that Los has the worst air 
unfortunate us Avis and Hertz for second. We have the 
in 
but 
We're not harder, we're both 
not too Our currently shows that we will not attain the 
ozone, time within this 
have federal mandates 
emissions standards for 
what we're doing and those 
sources, frequently it's 
Available Control that is retrofitted to existing over sources that 
came into had to very com 
review rules among other things, the application of best available control 
in it's called of achievable emission rate. And we 
onstra te net air benefit for our district--that's a 1.2 to 1 ratio and that 
somewhat am the but it's than one. 
These also apply to the state tidelands areas. I think that's im for everyone 
to understand. If we're not able to attain the we face the threat of sanctions and 
are so I won't go into up for the four the 
the Fresno and those who have 
we won't attain the clean air standards by 1987, EPA has developed a new program called the 
reasonable extra efforts program. What that means is they're going to compare us and they're doing 
this now, compare us to all other areas of the country and particularly throughout California, to see 
that we're doing the best that's being done anywhere else, to see also if we can do anything 
what is considered to be best. The cost is being downgraded significantly. 
Unfortunately, when you get out beyond three miles the federal requirements change 
substantially and we don't have a handle on that. As I go about trying to adopt very stringent 
emission controls that require retroactive installation of control equipment, one of the arguments 
frequently laid upon me is am I controlling emissions to mitigate the OCS impacts and I have to say 
quite honestly that I don't know but we assume that the emissions are coming onshore. We don't know 
what the total effect of those are and you may, in fact, be paying some of the price. They see this 
because they see, as perception was indicated, they see no control out there and while there's limited 
control, I, like some of the other state people, believe the control is not adequate. 
So what are we doing to evaluate the OCS impacts? Three things have gone on or are going on. 
One of them is old tracer studies where tracer gases have been released and we try to find out where 
they go onshore and what kind of dispersion we get, and it's on that basis that we believe the OCS 
does, in fact, affect air quality in Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. The joint interagency 
modeling study project of government agencies you've heard about was put together to develop a 
regional photochemical model to help assess the impacts, 'and the JIM's model will use and is using old 
tracer data, the best that was available but not necessarily the best. That led to the SCCCAMP 
project to try to develop a comprehensive data base that might be used in a regional photochemical 
grid model. 
But it's not a panacea and I want to discuss some of the problems with the models and studies. 
First, they're very, very expensive. The JIM's project is more than a half million dollars just 
developing a model, the SCCCAMP project just to collect data is over $3 million. These models and 
the studies only provide us with estimates. You've asked and people have stated well, we know what 
the exact impact is from a project or from somethint; coming off the OCS and the answer is, in my 
opinion, you'll never know precisely what the impact is. Models are only good to make estimates. 
One of the reasons is they're not sophisticated enough, they cannot get into enough computer time to 
really be precise. We also have data needs that will never be fully met. You can never say this is all 
the air quality, this is all the meteorology that exists and is now in the model. So, what we get is an 
estimate of the cumulative effect of the OCS on the onshore quality, but to say what a specific 
project is going to do to us is going to be quite difficult, perhaps impossible. 
While there's a lot of support and effort trying to make the JIM's project work and the 
SCCCAMP work, unfortunately, you might liken these projects to a very expensive crapshoot. When 
we go out to collect data we hope that we get data on a day that's representative of the kind of day 
of interest, that is a day when the onshore area is being affected by the offshore area. You can't 
collect data year-round, you can only do it on a limited basis. We don't know yet today if we've got 
the right day for our modeling efforts to tell us what the cumulative effect is, however, it's the only 
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What that means for an area like us is since a very small percentage of our energy is foss! fue 1 
derived and even less of it comes from our basin, we do , in fact, minimize the nitrogen oxides 
emissions through that strategy. We've significantly reduced those emissions. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Just as the county is frustrated by its limited ability, so the state and the 
State Legislature is frustrated to some extent by its limited ability to achieve the kind of results that 
you're describing as being necessary and desirable. I wonder if Ventura County has had any success in 
working with federal representatlves--I've not been aware of any congressional hearings similar to 
Senator Rosenthal's hearing today. Do you have any suggestions for focusing additional attention at 
the federal level on this problem and perhaps accelerating the effort at the federal level? 
MR. BALDWIN: As a result of the loss that the--the federal government has entered into this 
negotiated rulemaking process, I don't know how we'll ever be able to get anything further unless we 
try to get the MMS to adopt some sort of an interim strategy much as Santa Barbara County has 
done, to say okay, we'll work on some of the answers but at least let's do what's technically feasible 
now. Those things are technologically feasible, available ought to be done. There's no reason why 
they shouldn't. I even have industry in Ventura County when we adopted our new source review rule 
at least agree with that one point, that if it's technically available, why not do it. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much, Mr. Baldwin. Next, I call upon Robert 
Klausner, Citizens' Planning Association. 
MR. ROBERT KLAUSNER: Thank you, Senator, for inviting me here to testify. To help you 
evaluate my testimony today I'd like to provide you with some personal background first. I'm a 
businessman, I live in Santa Barbara. I own oil stocks and I have commercial holdings in the city. 
live there by choice rather than by necessity and that's a key point. I place great value on my quality 
of life and for the past three years have been intensely involved representing Citizens' Planning 
Association at oil related hearings. This association is a 25-year old coalition of homeowners which 
primarily follows land use issues promoting moderate growth rate and high development standards. 
We have been the focal point of community input and planning on the present oil expansion along our 
coastline. 
As was described to you, we are faced with industrialization of what is not an industrial county. 
One of the points that I'd like to give you just as a frame of reference is that a recent study projects 
an increase in the main components of photochemical smog, which are oxides of nitrogen and reactive 
hydrocarbons, at 50 percent and 30 percent. So, what we're faced with is a 50 percent increase in 
NOx and we're faced with a 30 percent increase in ROC over the next ____ of years and that's 
what worries us--talk about perceptions. 
The question is who's going to pay, through commission or omission, for the potential change in 
air quality as our community and others up and down the state are forced to accept this 
industrialization driven by state and federal oil and gas development? Based on economics the oil 
companies clearly want to do as little as possible. I understand that, it makes sense, but better 
control technologies obviously cost money. To those of us living downwind, however, from their 
operations want them to do as much as is technically possible or feasible to minimize their pollution. 
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Now the process calls for some governmental body to the case 
decide how best to do a balancing of the differing interests. In the case 
the has broken down and the reason it's broken down is the 
of the do not coincide with the jurisdictional 
one is fully responsible or accountable for the balancing act. 
make matters worse, as was pointed out by the WOGA representative, 
how much degradation there will be in each air basin from the effects of more oil 
on a cumulative basis. The science of air quality modeling seems hopelessly 




routine until we're old and gray and probably not even here, and 
answer. It's much too complicated, much too costly and there are 
So let me share with you what I've learned about the air quality problem 
in a very lay way, which I am sure will be repeated in other parts of the state 
involved in this. One thing we do know, that replacing open water with oil platforms, 
and and replacing cow pastures with industrial sites is not going to 
That is factual. Right now Santa Barbara County, as you know, is out of attainment 
state ozone standards. The second thing we know is that neither side, the 
advocates are going to come up with numbers they're going to agree on. 
their to prove their point. That's a fact. It's been going on so long it 
on. 
Number three, when you see smog out there, even though it doesn't blow onshore 
harm us in some way, psychologically or otherwise. I can't see tourists deliberately 
Barbara to look at smog. They don't go to Pasadena to look at smog. They're 
come to Santa Barbara to look at smog and nobody's going to convince me otherwise. 
The worst is that the standard approach for using offsets to 
into an area and show a net air quality benefit does not exist in Santa 
there. They cannot find offsets. They've been it 
playing games. There are not offsets adequate to take this much 
rneans there's a to what we can do in terms of handling this much new 
listen to this one--this week, if we get lucky, within the next two 
have with Exxon. Exxon's going to come onshore, 
reach an agreement and the net result is that we'll end up with only a little over 
much pollution coming from offshore under those circumstances as now exists. That's 
look to. 
If there's going to be any cap at all, a cap on industrialization is going to be 
quality. It's not going to be because of traffic, it's not going to be socioeconomic, it's not 
any of a number of other land use issues. It is an air quality and the that 
understand, which is my sixth point, is probably most im to the state, is that the state 
stands to be a loser if the air pollution problem is not solved, and when I say a loser I mean a loser 
the sense that you're going to lose money, and money aware of it. 
me are m 
further in so the state tracts not been 
explored. You are ready to enter into production. happens if the federal oil projects are 
allowed to proceed with inadequate pollution controls? What options do the onshore air pollution 
control agencies have? State oil projects must receive permits from local air districts, the locals 
have the jurisdiction, okay? If the federal projects use all of those increments of the air pollution 
as Exxon is going to do if we agree to them onshore, the locals will be forced by concern for 
public health and by the Federal Clean Air Act to crack down on the state lease operators. The 
locals do have the jurisdiction to require more controls on the state projects. The locals do 
have the jurisdiction to deny state oil projects if they contribute to an onshore pollution problem, 
even if that problem is largely to blame on uncontrolled federal oil projects just over the three mile 
line. So, if the state wants to make money of in the Tidelands, then the state has a vested 
interest in keeping air pollution at a minimum from offshore sources, state and federal as well. 
Now what can we ask this committee the State Legislature to do to benefit the citizens of 
California on issue? I have two suggestions, one short-term, one longer-term. Immediately--and 
this was pointed out by Mr. Bradley's Legislature can go on record opposing any 
more federal oil sales until the DOl air quality regulations have been strengthened to conform 
with recommendations of locally affected air districts and the State Air Resources Board. You can 
request that the Governor adopt this We see no reason to tolerate more leasing until 
DOI has made good on its prom to tighten the rules and I'd like to talk about that in a few seconds. 
Your committee staff should be an participant in the negotiated rulemaking process that has 
just begun. I'm not very about that but I tell you, you're leverage point ls now, it's not 
later when everyone's vested. 
second recomendation--your committee staff should investigate the potential for 
federal to the boundary problem that's the heart of the emission 
problem. The rules and standards for offshore pollution sources should be the same as for onshore 
pollution sources, unless a for handling them differently. In the absence 
of any evidence, the same standards should apply across the board. Local agencies 
should have some over offshore sources send onshore. And that means that we have 
to have one agency, perhaps 
miles out. The agency that is 
the line from three miles out to ten miles out or to fifteen 
for air pollution problems and resolution must be a single 
agency, not a partner of the out there who don't have the same objectives and goals in terms 
of that specific It makes no sense, not practical. Why are we letting the system run us? 
Let's get to the heart of and start 
Now, I listened to Mr. 
that he made and I think that if 
and I underlined five points that he made or five statements 
these you see how practical what you're trying to 
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do and how unrealistic it is. He said we're sitting down in part to address California's concerns, 
total, in part. Possibly this will lead to an agreement and if a consensus is such 
will happen, but if there isn't, we reserve the right of exercising our authority and in the 
on a case-by-case basis. 
We let's talk the interim. Diane Guzman you, we have a little 
and we went to the MMS to get some help, some redress. All we asked them to do 
was required or what was called for in the EIR and they came back to help us and Pm 
you this because it tells you and shows you in real terms what kind of help to expect. 
with a five-point plan. Three of the points said they're going to require monitoring and 
great help. One point was that they're going to require Exxon to schedule their __ _ 
in the fishing fashion--that should be a great help. I would expect that Exxon would have 
anyway, but they're going to see to it that Exxon does this. I mean, this is a farce and all 
document they talk about this cooperation is an effort to ensure protection of our air quality in Santa 
Barbara County. You can go on and on and on--1'11 give you this, there's no reason for me to read 
get a little excited, excuse me. 
The point about getting those emissions as low as possible--it just stands to reason 
isn't going to be enough infrastructure, most of the places you're talking about there's 
BACT has done already, then obviously the answer is to make it come in with as little 
possible. It doesn't make sense to have agreements that say well, when we get all the facts 
figures, and they're really hard--they've already told you, you're never going to have 
that are really hard--when we get all that we'll retrofit. Do you know what the cost of 
would be? It would be so exorbitant that nobody in their right mind would expect them to 
by that time they'll have billions and billions of dollars vested and you're expecting that 
to be able to tell them that they're going to have to do that? That's not real world. 
What are we thinking about here? We should be doing right now doing what 
capable of being done, to come in with as little emissions as possible. Nobody could 
but we're not doing it. We're hiding behind smokescreens, we're hiding behind legal 
not your j you can't do it. All I know is we're going to suffer twice as air 
Santa Barbara over this because we've got crazy rules and court decisions. That doesn't make 
I've heard enough. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Any questions? Thank you very much, Mr. I'd 
call upon Mark Abramowitz, Citizens for a Better Environment. 
MR. MARK ABRAMOWITZ: Thank you, Senator Rosenthal, members of the committee 
staff. name is Mark Abramowitz and I am Director of the air quality program in California 
for a Better Environment (CBE). CBE is a national, non-profit public interest 
on local solutions to urban pollution problems that directly affect public health. We do this 
advocacy on a technical level, public education, and when necessary, responsible litigation. has 
over 15,000 members in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay areas. I appreciate this 
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new was 
"negotia tlons" were 
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Affairs and 
Rulemaking. This Advance 
concerns but 
here is that the state cannot 
To another 
there was to be a change in 
to the fire." enough, after a 
state was 
known to the 
to review DOl's 
this 
on the litigation. Secret 
and there was no 
of Environmental 
of Proposed 
of the air quality 
areas. The lesson 
of onshore areas. 
have thus 
to use their ability under the Coastal Zone Management Act to push for 
OCS emissions. Under the Act, as you've heard, the Coastal 
deterrnina tions as to a proposed project's consistency with coastal regulations. The 
ission has been dependent upon the California Air Resources Board's 
making its determinations. So far, if best available control technology is being used, the ARB 
been objecting to this. However, for the large diesel engines creating most of the emissions 
drillship, BACT, which is simply an ignition timing retard, reduces NOx by only 15 to 18 
That still leaves most of the garbage being blown onto onshore areas. Now, CBE has 
the require all emission increases be offset before finding a project consistent, but 
by CBE, has refused to ask for this necessary safeguard. 
of 
Many people, as you heard, are looking to the upcoming possible negotiated rulemaking on 
quality regulations to offer some solutions to the air quality problem. I want to emphasize to 
that effect of even a successful process will be very limited in Southern California, with 
greater potential perhaps being in protecting Northern California. The reason is that the 
be very time-consuming, with regulations not being finalized for maybe two years or more. The 
year number you heard earlier is for the completion of the negotiated rulemaking process, but 
include all the that we have to go through afterwards--publishing it in the ;:....;;;...;;;..;;;..;;...;;.:.;;. .::..:..::..;;;;.:;..;;;...;.:;;.;;..' 
etc. EPA has told us that they expect most of the Central Santa Maria Basin to be developed 
time new regulations would go into affect, making any new regulations of limited 
value. In Northern California such development is not occurring and a successful 
bene to those coastal areas. 
I must also caution you that the parties to the litigation have not even yet 
with the negotiated rulemaking process. What they have agreed to is to simply retain 
could 
a who will help determine the potential for success of a negotiated rulemaking. It 
sometime during July when a decision is made whether or not to proceed with the 
bottom line here is that progress to resolve the air pollution problems 
offshore activities is woefully inadequate. The negotiated rulemaking process cannot be 
to solve the problem in any short time frame. Meanwhile, offshore development 
skies 
and 
and dirtier. The only solution we can see is for the state to get more 
additional controls and for Congress to remove OCS authority in this area from the 
it with the EPA where it belong. 
Thank you. I'd be glad to answer any questions. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. We will now go to the second of 
and we'll hear from oil pipelines and refineries. So, if the following individuals will come 
be 
the please: Mike Sotak, John Stahl, Lee Childres, Ken Steele, Claire Dedrick, and Lillian 
Kawasaki in place of Calvin Hurst. Okay, Mike Sotak, Pacific Texas Pipeline Company. 
CECIL OWENS: I'm sorry, Senator, you've got Cecil Owens, President of Texas 
Pipeline. 
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with their help, and no one knows if it'll totally work, we are trying to develop this other system of 
technology that's been mentioned here today that companies are not spending enough on 
well, we think we're trying. As I said, we could not do it without the help of the South Coast 
Quality people. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. Do you have a question? 
MS. SCHWARTZ: I just couldn't help but comment that we're at an 
exemplified by your comment that the South Coast Distrit has some of these good air offse 
bank. We really are down to this precious commodity, even our language regards it as a com 
now that can be banked; it's so rare, it can be banked, it can be bought, it can be bartered. It's 
very interesting observation. 
MR. OWENS: Like the one gentleman said, that's the real world here today. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much, Mr. Owens. 
MR. OWENS: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: John Stall, All American Pipeline Company? Not here? 
representing All American? Lee Childres, Project Manager of Southern California Pipeline 
MR. LEE CHILDRES: Thank you very much, Senator. The Southern California Pipeline 
{SCPS) appreciates the opportunity to appear before your committee today. I would like to 
describe our pipeline system and discuss the positive impact that our system will have on 
environment, particularly air quality. 
SCPS is a joint venture formed by business units of four major oil companies. It was formed 
answer the needs of industry to move crude oil produced from the Outer Continental Shelf and 
Tidelands offshore Santa Barbara area and crude oil produced from the San Joaquin Valley area 
Los Angeles Basin refinery complex. SCPS proposes to construct two independent pipelines: the 
Padres Pipeline and the Angeles Pipeline. The Los Padres Pipeline will originate at the 
Barbara coast and will terminate at Emidio, southwest of Bakersfield. The connecting 
Pipeline starts at Emidio and connects to existing refining and tankage facilities in the Los 
Basin. Both projects are in the planning and permitting phase and construction could start as ear 
the fourth quarter 1987. 
The formal environmental review for the Los Padres Pipeline is complete. The environmental 
impact report/statement was certified by the State Lands Commission in January 1985. 
County has given preliminary approval for the portion of the Los Padres Pipeline within 
county. The environmental process is just starting on the Angeles Pipeline. The California 
Department of Transportation is the state lead agency and the U.S. Forest Service is the federal 
agency on the project have just begun the process. A contractor to perform the EIR/S work 
begin work on the document late next month. 
Pipelines have been endorsed as the environmentally preferred method of crude 
transportation by state and local agencies, including the California Coastal Commission and 
Southern California Association of Governments. The Santa Barbara County Oil Transportation 
(OTP) conclusions reached in 1984 led to changes in Santa Barbara County rules and that 
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essentially mandate the shipment of offshore crude oil by pipeline to the producer's refinery of 
choice, if practical. 
The OTP evaluated numerous transportation alternatives considering economic and 
environmental impacts. that are more economical and are 
environmentally to marine when the movement of significant volumes 
of crude oil. We feel that the OTP confirms the results of the Southern California Coastal Pipeline 
study (1981-82) done by Bechtel for an industry group and the California Energy Commission, as well 
as the findings of the Petroleum Transportation Committee whose work was completed in 1982. 
The Petroleum Transportation Committee was established in January 1982 and was comprised 
of representatives of federal, state and local government as well as members of the oil industry. This 
group concluded that total air emissions for pipelines were significantly less than the associated 
emissions for marine tankers, which would be the primary transportation alternative for large 
volumes of oil. 
We do not anticipate that refinery throughputs in the Los Angeles Basin will increase as a result 
of our project. The oil transported by the SCPS pipelines will be refined instead of other crude oils 
which are currently being refined. The Los Angeles Basin refiners who wish to refine OCS and San 
Joaquin Valley crude oil need a viable transportation system. SCPS has identified a possible need to 
transport up to a total of 330,000 barrels a day of OCS and San Joaquin Valley crude oil. SCPS 
affords a dependable and environmentally preferred method of transportation for this crude oil. 
In all likelihood, some OCS crude wil! come to the Los Angeles Basin whether by pipeline or 
marine tanker. The demand for petroleum products and the ability of the various refineries to 
process the OCS crude will determine how much will come to Los Angeles. SCPS believes that 
overwhelming evidence supports the use of pipelines as the best transportation system for crude oil 
when environmental factors are considered. 
SCPS is aware of the air quality concern expressed over the use of OCS crude in the Los 
Angeles Basin refineries. However, I am not here to discuss the potential environmental impacts of 
refinery modifications if such modifications are required to process the crude oil transported by our 
system. Mr. Steele with CalTrans, our state lead agency, will describe how the EIR/EIS process for 
th Angeles Pipeline project will address these potential environmental impacts. A draft document of 
the EIR/EIS is scheduled to be available during the third quarter of 1986. 
Thank you for this opportunity to speak to you today. I'm available for any questions you might 
have. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Let me ask you, in view of the potential serious air pollution 
problems that we have in the L.A. area in terms of refining the California crude, do you believe that 
the EIR perhaps should consider an alternative refinery location, such as the Gulf of Mexico, for the 
oil that you intend to ship? 
MR. CHILDRES: No, sir, I do not. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Why 







the numerous hearings that we've had to address 
Okay, ask the same of Mr. 
very much. 
Ken District 
and members of the staff and other 
district l would 
current status of our environmental 
a project to 330,000 of crude 
Valley. 
project has been proposed by the Southern California 




be a steel and it would 
the Los Angeles basin. The 
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of the review 
very we 
env 
along with the U.S. Forest Service, has completed the 
We held approximately four meetings that in spite of our 
but we did to identify the issues that were to be 
Many of the comments submitted discussed the 
project. air quality comments were not 
of construction operation of the , but with the 
of the crude oil in the basin. As Prn sure you're aware, the offshore 
are considered sour crudes; high in sulphur and metal content. 
We directed our consultants to evaluate both the and 
in the South Coast Basin. CalTrans, along with the 
into 12 issues and concerns. 
(1 the consistency with the national and state ambient air 
caused construction and operation, including 
sources, and curnula tive levels considering other emissions sources. 
(2) Consistency with the air quality attainment plan, including influence on reasonable 
further progress requirements and growth projects due to project emissions, including the secondary 
impacts associated with the refining of the crude oil transported through the pipeline. 
(3) Influence of project in 
(4) Influence on sensitive as schools, residential areas, agricultural lands, 
hospitals, rest rooms, recreational areas, ecologically sensitive habitats and vegetation. 
(5) Potential for generating pollutants lacking federal standards but still resulting m air 
quality effects. 
(6) The potential for precluding other development due to the lack of emission offsets, 
coupled with the consumption of available emission increments. 
(7) Release of odors and smoke with project emissions. 
(8) Air quality effects as a result of accident or equipment malfunction. 
(9) Exposure of project facilities due to meteorological hazards, such as lightning, storms or 
other high winds. 
(10) Secondary impacts of refining, processing and transporting oil in the region due to use of 
offshore Santa Barbara and San Joaquin Valley crude oil. 
(11) Cumulative effects on air quality due to project emissions and population growth. 
(12) Effect on air quality caused by conversion of operating equipment fuel from oil to natural 
gas. 
Both the California Air Resources Board and the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
have been involved in our efforts to date. They have reviewed the work proposed by the 
environmental consultant and, to our knowledge, agree that the studies would properly evaluate both 
the short and long-term impacts of transporting and refining crude oil in this basins. 
Thank you and I'd like to answer any questions that you might have. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Yes. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Mr. Chairman, I have a question. Assuming, I realize that this is 
hypothetical, but assuming the Pac-Tex Pipeline did not go forward, okay? Could oil arriving in L.A. 
Harbor be transported through the Southern California Pipeline System up to the All American 
Pipeline into Texas, and are you looking at that in the EIR at all, at the impacts from that potential 
scenario? 
MR. STEELE: It's my understanding that the pumping facilities and heating facilities necessary 
to transport that are south directional only, but presumably ••• 
MS. SCHWARTZ: No, immutably, south directional only? 
MR. STEELE: Obviously, you could provide the pumping facilities to change the direction of 
that but I would assume that the environmental issue would have to be addressed if the direction of 
flow were changed. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: That's not presently being discussed in any of these hearings? 
MR. STEELE: No. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: The other thing I wondered is to what extent the ARB and the local air 
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qual are involved in this environmental review process or have been. 
MR. We're looking to them to supply both technical support 
to involve them along the way so that they do not get a draft product at 
then have to do their thing at that point in time. As a public we 
an exam , we have this advisory committee that we've 
for us and we have been very open in the process, I believe, to this in 
and I heard the and we are always willing to consider alternatives. The 
has be dealt with in light of the project applicability. Okay? 
Just from me, would you agree with Mr. Childres that 
will not result in the need to refine anymore crude in the 
I didn't misquote him but I think that's what he said. 
I'm not aware of whether the pipeline will cause anymore crude 
in the Los Angeles Basin. I would assume there is capability of bringing in crude oii 
Basin without this pipeline necessary to meet the market needs of this particular area. 
things that we to address in the scoping process in terms of discussion at least, was 
crude into the Southern California basin? Why not take it to refineries somewhere 
asked some and while they're not extensive, the comments I that 
in the that the products,the refined products we use in the L.A. Basin 
exceptions of transportation of that refined product to Las Vegas and Arizona. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Okay, thank you very much. 
CHAIR NTHAL: Well, let rne just repeat the question. Do you believe 
should alternative locations for refining? 
MR. STEELE: We would be happy to address that, sir. As to the applicability 
one of the things as an agency trying to deal equally with the need and the 
to determine what is the project. In this case, the project is a pipeline from 
that the relocation of a refinery is beyond the scope of this 
this It may not be on the issues that you're involved in, but it's 
issue of this 
MAN ROSENTHAL: I see. Okay, thank you. We will next hear from Claire 
Director of the State Commission. 
CLAIRE Senator Rosenthal, thank you very much for 
name is Claire Executive Officer of the California State Lands Commission. 
the testimony and also to be here to answer questions about state to 
arose. The specific testimony that you want, however, is more 
use to you Dwight Sanders, who is Chief of the Research and 
Lands and will therefore be giving the testimony. 
just wanted to say that as a matter of state policy, State Lands has a 
the group of state policy makers who agree that pipeline transportation for oil is the 
environmental alternative, both for air pollution concerns, which is a major concern 
and for safety. Oil spills on land do occur more with pipelines than they do with tankers 
offshore, but when they do, they don't do nearly as much damage. And that's really the only policy 
matter as it relates to pipelines that I was appropriate to today, however, if you have any 
questions that you to or Pd be very 
to answer them. If it's PH ask to corne up and give the testimony 
that you've requested. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Okay, why don't you come up, sir. Let me just ask the question 
before you being and maybe you can touch upon it: Do you believe the oil industry needs two new 
pipelines going from California to the Gulf of Mexico? Pac-Tex and the All American Pipeline? 
MR. DWIGHT SANDERS: Mr. Chairman, my name is Dwight Sanders and I am with the State 
Lands Commission. Just for the record ••• 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: I'm sorry to put that one on you. (Laughs.) 
MR. SANDERS: That's quite all right, Mr. Chairman. I'm sorry for that apparent evasion but 
serving on the California Coastal Commission as I do as an ex officio member representing the 
Chairman of the State Lands Commission, I'm very sensitive to the hearing record and also the 
designation of people testifying a body. 
The question you've asked is and most oftentimes beyond the role of a lead agency in 
dealing with the environmental impacts of a project. There is no body such as the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, for example, on pipelines that has the overall designation to determine 
whether the public convenience and necessity demands one system, two systems, three systems, or 
whatever. I hate to fall back on this answer but in large part that is determined by the market 
system to some extent, the types of environmental impacts associated with each particular project 
and, more often than not, agencies are not called upon or do not have the regulatory wherewithal to 
determine just how many pipelines are needed to one particular area. We did do as part of the 
environmental analysis for the All American Pipeline system a supply/demand analysis which 
indicated that the pipeline as proposed could meet the needs that were projected for transport to the 
eastern part of the United States, to Midland, Texas, to be more precise. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: since you did the EIR, it seems to me that saying that another 
pipeline could transfer the 
existing oil lines could also do it. 
else of begs the issue of whether or not the present 
MR. SANDERS: Well, there are at present no existing oil lines that go to the eastern 
part of the United States to Texas and do not exist prior to the advent of the proposals for the, 
origina!ly the Sohlo project which ran into some regulatory difficulties. The Pac-Tex project is, I 
wouldn't say a mirror project but at it a good number of the characteristics of the Sohio 
proposal. The All American proposal, of course, is a competing proposal, both in terms of the area it 
serves and also, but not perhaps in the type of oils that it might be carrying. For example, the All 
American system is meant to take crudes produced in the OCS and possibly on state 
Tidelands to a refining center in the Texas area. in contrast, is geared more to, at least as 
envisioned, the transport of Alaskan oil to the same point of im 
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and 
ROSENTHAL: You have a question? 
I have a what extent are we now to 
on-land transportation to 
the Panama 
but are we addition to at 
state to for this state to serve as sort of an 
crude? Is that what we're 
Ms. Schwartz, I think the state 
of the Alaskan north slope now. 
I mean in 
accommodating? 
to 
has been a 
MR. SANDERS: There are, I two ways that one can consider the im 
crude on (1) Internal, that is bringing it into the state to refine for 
California, which is occuring here now, and (2) Using California, if you will, as a transfer 
Alaskan north slope crude from bringing it from Alaska to California and California 
for the of that oil through the state to another destination point. In the 
as was the case with the Sohio Pipeline project. those are 
at that we've seen, that the Alaskan north slope impacts. 
WARTZ: Just an question to that: What advantage does State 
the state in 
transfer 
that kind of activity, or 
you describe? 
in 
MR. SANDERS: I'm not sure one in the same. In other words, I 
that to the point that the State Lands Commission has in 
s for transfer of oil and certainly from state Tidelands to onshore 








policy stand on the advisability of California 
at least for Alaskan north slope crude. 
as a 
WARTZ: I guess that's my question. where there 
we're here 
which perhaps has alternative means of to its ultimate 
me as a matter we are beginning to as 
transfer and it's not at all clear to Senator Hart that we have looked 
and what are the if to the state in 
as you probably do recall, there was a 
air pollution was a key component in that deliberation 
of the project; the off-loading of the crude, at that point at 
' I the state has a 
the use of transportation for oil and gas in deference to 
that position it finds itself in the unique position of now the 
pipeline transportation in taking, in r words, eliminating the marine transport or at least the 
total marine transport of north slope crude from Alaska the canal and to Texas, it is now 
finding itself in the position of being the term at least as proposed in Los Angeles. 
MS. SCHWA the aware, rose out of discussion as to how to 
handle new development, both the and in state Tidelands. It didn't arise from any discussion 
as to bringing Alaskan, or how to change the means of transporting Alaskan crude, and so I think 
we're perhaps treating both things equally and they really aren't is what I want to suggest. I don't 
know what the present, I don't know who's measured the present impacts of marine transport of 
Alaskan crude on the State of California, for example, in terms of air quality. Has that been done? 
MR. SANDERS: Yes. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: It has 
MR. SANDERS: Yes, rather extensively. In fact, one of the key components of the Sohio 
analysis was that, an analysis of the marine transport offshore and I think ••• 
MS. SCHWARTZ: The Sohio project, however, was to bring crude from east to west and load it 
in the Port of Long Beach, if we're talking about the same project. 
MR. SANDERS: No. The Sohio project was to ••• 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Oh, I'm sorry, yeah, I have it. 
MR. SANDERS: In effect, exactly the Pac-Tex concept. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Okay, but in fact the comparison needs to be what's presently the impacts, 
the air quality, for example, on the State of California from the present means of transporting 
Alaskan crude, which is by tankers going through the Panama Canal to Texas. That's the measure, it 
seems to me, against which any new impacts have to be metered. 
MR. SANDERS: I think that's a good point. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: We actually started to question you before you had an opportunity 
to give us your testimony. 
MR. SANDERS: That's quite all right. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Perhaps that may have eliminated some of your testimony, 
hopefully. (Laughs.) If you will at this point then briefly tell us what it is you have to say. 
MR. SANDERS: Certainly, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief. The AU American Pipeline 
project stretches from Santa Barbara County to Emidio, Texas and then to Midland, with some plans 
to extend that line to Freeport, Texas, to the marine terminals there. 
The State Lands Commission was the CEQA lead agency in that instance serving to head the 
analysis with the assistance of the County of Santa Barbara and the California Coastal Commission. 
On the federal side was the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service. It was a 
combined EIR/EIS. The project, as indicated in your staff analysis, was rather noncontroversial from 
an air quality viewpoint. We held seven scoping hearings, four in California and three out of state. 
Air quality was never brought up as a major at any one of the scoplng hearings. 
The comments relative to air which did come up as a part of the consultation process 




those issues went away. 
some concerns. SCAG 
For the Coast 
to know if the pipeline was 
Once that was cleared up, their concerns melted away. The 
issues associated with the cellar on 
s. In some 
occur, of the project 
occur, so the time the draft environmental impact was on the streets 
the project was "clean" and there were no substantia! comments as to air 
And with that and with another point, the State Lands Commission did a 
a or years ago. That study has used quite in 
pipelines have been necessary or will be necessary and I'd be even more 




CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very 
MR. SANDERS: Thank you, Senator. 
MAN ROSENTHAL: Lillian Kawasaki, 
of Environmental Office for the Port of 
Mr. 
LILLIAN KA Thank Mr. My name is 
of the Port of Angeles for Calvin Hurst, who unfortunately is 





did come to the 
we went through. I think I've been some 
earlier on the 
your presentation. 
speaking on the 
of Los Angeles, we would 
construction permit and lease for their crude oil receiving 
would extend from the Port of Los Angeles, and it is an unheated 
Texas. In December we the 
to be the state lead under 
under 
point here is with a 
and the 
and the U.S. and Wildlife Service, were actually designated 
Similarly, we had of the California Secretary of 
of Interior Office of Environment Project Review assistance 
also from agencies such as the South Coast Air 
U.S. Coast a number of agencies in the preliminary review of the 
were out for the actual public review. In January of 1985 we issued the 
-----~--' a 10-month process to file an was 
our of Harbor Commissioners in November 20 of 1985. 
Air quality was obviously an issue of concern and the primary impacts identified in the EIR that 
significant air quality impacts were associated with construction emissions that would be generated 
from construction equipment to heavy equipment. Also, from dust at the construction 
sites. Operational that be be at the the 
tanker vessels while were and at berth. there would be some 
storage emissions losses from the oil storage tanks. If unmitigated, and the EIR does commit 
to a number of mitigations that are currently being negotiated between Pac-Tex and the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District, these include best available technology, the tanker emission 
control system, the innovative technology for scrubbing the tanker for gas. These and many other 
mitigations are identified in the EIR as reducing air quality impacts to insignificant levels. 
I might like to say that we released approximately 1,400 copies of the draft EIR/EIS and we 
received some 87 letter of comments, 16 public testimonies; copies presented for your committee 
staff for review, if you'd like, and if there's anything else I can answer, please let me do that. Thank 
you. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: One question, Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Yes. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Are you aware whether or not there's been any study done of the air quality 
impacts from present marine traffic related to oil transport in the Port of either Long Beach or Los 
Angeles, I realize that the Port of L.A. is your jurisdiction. 
MS. KAWASAKI: Yes, as I understand it, I've received a call in the last month or so from an 
engineer from the South Coast Air Quality Management District who has indicated that they are 
going to be doing just such a survey. They wanted to obtain from both ports our base line as far as 
vessel activities and any vessel emission factors that we might assist them with. I have to admit that 
information we normally defer to and to the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
MS. SCHWARTZ: Right, so to your knowledge to date, there's not been such a study done? 
MS. KAWASAKI: No, there hasn't. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. Let me now call the fina1 group, Christine 
Reed, Jeb Stuart, Catherine Tyrell, and Barbara Sullivan. These are the local government/public 
interest witnesses. Christine Reed, Mayor, City of Santa Monica. Welcome. 
MS. CHRISTINE REED: Thank you, Senator Rosenthal. It's a pleasure to be here and it's a 
pleasure to have you here in our council chambers holding this hearing on an issue that's really of 
critical importance to the region. We recognize that right here in the city we have pretty decent air 
quality, but I'm not here today to speak to you just as the Mayor of Santa Monica. I'm also here 
representing the executive committee of Southern California Association of Governments. I'm a 
member of the executive com and so in that sense I'm really representing the region and parts 
of the region that are very heavily impacted by air quality and have grave concerns about, you know, 
our ability to meet the federal standards and to continue to achieve the reductions that we have 
achieved in the past so that we meet those standards on air quality. 








offshore be that all 
and it is when we get to that area the 
very concerns and that 
in the whole decision on the Santa Barbara OCS 
would be crude and where it would come 
The concerns that we have as an agency as a 
crude going to be processed and where it's going to be processed. It isn't 
itself across of, know, our but it 
more t im of end of where the oil is to and where 
and it is in that area that we have made a lot of comments and that we 
that there ls a need for these environmental impacts to address the whole 
the crude oil to that has not been occurring. And so what you 
lot data you know, the condor and 
is to through what counties and what routes it's 
little rou is the little route, but is no discussion--and 
not concerned once they the pipeline outside their 
product; where is it to be what is this 
is it of a worse than the stuff we're here and so 
sort to be used 
As and as a bunch of who sit on the 
one concerns that we have has to do with sort the 
the and to the that need to use the offsets that are 
can cruddy crude, we are not going to have those offsets 
kinds of economic in may not 
issue, but it certainly is in the 
in 
there's a lot more 
all the offsets that are 
that the environmental 
of those of us that are concerned 
industry 
industry that 
in this to refine the 
reports do not address this 
that i what is most critical to us in this region and while we have in the 
been on activity that is happening at present in the 
what the federal government is doing, that we will in the next 
out here off our shores. So, I we have to look to this attitude that 
has about drilling all and down the coast and that in a few 
know, we aren't just going to be talking about oil brought here from Barbara. 
to be about who want to bring the oil in from somewhere 
along the Orange County , and that have even more 
problems and I think that the 
Now, if the Legislature were to 
for all of us in local 
don't know how 
the federal that come out 
extremely comprehensive. In our 
we're a city with only 90,000 
to be more than are at 
then there has to be a way 
our comments and to be able review these 
of on 
of coastline. We have an 
and 
of those things. mean, 
development 
in tourism that's very dependent on our coastline and so we have a stake in this offshore 
drilling issue, but we don't have the resources you two or three staff people I think 
we would have to hire to stuff the we rely, we as a city--speaking with my 
mayor hat--rely on But does not have the resources to devote the 
efforts of coordinating local governments to be able to comment on these issues. 
at the present time SCAG does have a small grant which is allowing the agency to coordinate 
comments on the Angeles Pipeline because it is coming through a lot of cities here in this county, and 
many of them small contract cities who are, you in the same position that we are in. 
I think that the has to look at area of the that local 
need to have to intelligently comment on these especially when you look behind the initial air 
quality concern and you get to economic development concerns that governments have, so I 
think that is something you should give some attention to because certainly, the economic 
development issues tie right in to the air issues. 
We have Cathy who will be who is the staff person at SCAG who 
coordinates all these issues and she will be able to address more specifically the technical concerns. 
I'm just here to talk in sort of a more 
on the executive committee who are 
way about the concerns of the 
and 
officials sit 
from the six counties 
that make up the G region. We have had a lot of attention paid to the Santa Barbara 
activity and I fully expect that we have to in the future pay a lot of attention to other offshore 
activity if Mr. Hodel continues to press forward in the manner in which he currently is. So, I think 
that it's that you are and forward on some of these issues because I 
think it's only to for us here in terms of to address them if we don't 
get some help. 
l'rn happy to respond any 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: 
that have. 
you very much. 
MS. REED: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Executive Director of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District. 
MR. B STUART: Good afternoon. Thank you, 
represent the district on very 
my colleagues from the state and Ventura 
quality. I don't want to that. have 
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You've heard a 
about the of 
to say that 
for inv i tlng me to 
from some of 
on air 
be of interest to you 
that you may not have heard yet. I would like, therefore, to depart from my 
would like, though, for it to be entered into the record. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: It will be, thank you. {See Appendix A) 
MR. STUART: Okay. The board, my district board has 
concern the im of Outer exploration and 
a 
the Coast Air Basin. Several years the board established by 
should the best available control technology and all 
a 
increases 
offset with mitigation onshore. I think you know the history of that resolution and where we 
today in the negotiation process. 
More in fact just several weeks 
or development until it can be demonstrated that 
the board moved to oppose any 
development will not interfere 
to attain the air quality standards. Now, that's pretty strong language. We believe it can be 
it's to take a lot of things before it can be done and that's what I'll talk about 
The board has consistently supported the idea of a comprehensive environmental im 
and I want to thank you, Senator Rosenthal, for your 1 
that We also appreciate the companion bill, Senate Bill and we will to the 
can, work with you on both of those pieces of legislation. 
The board is also now considering proposing an amendment to federal 
be the Clean Air Act, which would transfer the air 
the Department of Interior to EPA. We're discussing that in 
and I'm not sure what will come from the board but it's my guess that they will 
Let me talk a little bit about our air quality situation. I don't think 
to you. I'm in the awkward position of saying first we've made lot of 
the last 10 or 15 years and I think Gene Fisher passed out a chart to you which shows 
it. 
the reduction in the number of stage 1 ozone episodes each year for those You can 
definitely a order and we are knocking off the peaks. It used to be that 
in the late '50s and the early '60s levels as high as 70 per 100 million 
standard then of 8 parts per 100 million. We've brought that down now where 
if we to 35, that a stage 2 level. The stage 1 level is 20 parts 100 
is what this chart shows, that we are reducing those, but at the same time I need to 
far the worse in the country and I think chart bears that out. 
This is an EPA chart which shows the number of days various locations in the 
exceeded the federal ozone standard which is now 12 parts per 100 million. You can 
so that you can look from east to west and the height of the 
on the left dwarf any other metropolitan area in the country, and I think 
awesome indication of how serious our problem is. We have been 1m 
now is we've just about run out of things to do and the things that are left are 
or would be unpopular with the public. I don't want 
but unless there is some breakthrough in the next 5 to 10 years, we would the 




million in the 
m is to 
other fuels There doesn't seem to be a of ism on 
how quickly we can do 
emissions from OCS, it's 
and when we see an 
concerned about. 
let me talk a 
New source review is not a 
bit about new source some comments have been made earlier. 
Air and the 
added to emissions from 
over the whole basin and if 
sources will not 
to 
of relative clean industries, like 
way to reduce 
rights, individual 
and belong to 
In the those 
of the 1977 amendment to 
one 
in their ruling of the 
year, emissions from new sources 
That means got to throw a tent 
OCS or for that matter, a lot 
even aerospace activities, you've got to find some 
for the first time allows pollution 
to the comm but now under the 
Air say that these rights 
a new source can be this is true 
or m of from existing sources. 
The most obvious is the shutdown of an can be 
existing source. The is on an source beyond 
what we 
process 
emission. In our basin our rules 
only kind of offset credits 
And the third thing is some change in the 
a different kind of solvent which would reduce 
best control technology, so the 
Coast are shutdowns and they're 
to occur whether have a new source review or not. So, everyone 
around to pay sums to com are down for the privilege of 
those and that's the we have. It's a I don't like it 
to the other ways of this that will a 
air but that's the 
will used have been 
we have. 
over the years 







Now, the new source review 
used and our in that 
the country gets their lead from the 
we hear 
reduce from 
that we did 
used they won't be available to 
also that best available control technology be 
are in the of the Most of the rest of 
Coast on what is best available control techology. 
that to 
a or economic 
me tell you, they have it on now, it is working and we've reduced NOx emissions by 
to 90 percent as a result of that. We're talking about already 20 to 30 tons a that have 
reduced because we had that requirement and because the Legislature stood behind us 
them some kind of an exemption as it turned out against best available 
we that two of the most important aspects for Outer 
probably the most important thing is the requirement for a power 
is an expensive proposition but since a great deal of our 
the basin and that generated within the basin is generated with minimum NOx and 
a diesel on these drill ships, you're going to emit a great deal of NOx and oxides of 
makes sense to us that this requirement be installed. Now, we've made some 
companies to do that, but it's nothing that can be enforced and that's my concern; the 
this entire matter. We also believe that the drill ships themselves should use low 
instead of bunker crude, or bunker oil, excuse me. This will reduce particulates--sulphur, 
to some degree, oxides of nitrogen. 
I would like to comment briefly on the discussion you had earlier about the 
of the that has been frustrating about that entire exercise, and I was with the district 
we held over a year and-a-half hearings on that subject and, as you know, 
of applications for a a west to east pipeline. But one of the major 
we were concerned about, probably the major emissions source, was the fact that the 
tankers would be visiting the Port at Long Beach would be hotelling, would be 
would be and their emissions in and out would all be to the detriment of air 
even required Sohlo to offset those emissions and they had agreed to up to a point. 
part, again, is that those same tankers are still bunkering at our harbor on the way to the Panama 
Canal and as they come back from the Panama Canal, except we don't have the offsets. 
sometimes what appears to be in the best interest of air quality doesn't always work out that way. 
I would be happy to answer any questions that you have. We recognize that 
and development cannot be stopped but we want to make sure that if it is 
done in such a way that it doesn't make our job anymore difficult and the only way that can 
to be sure follow our rules as if they were onshore and that would include enforceable 
best control technology and emission offset credits of at least 1.1 to 1 and 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Obviously, we need offshore offsets to accommodate 
to the offsets? 
MR. STUART: Well, the oil company already has quite a few I think there are 
that can be done onshore, Senator Rosenthal. For instance, there are a great number 
boilers onshore and some of them are fairly small. It would be very difficult for the owners to 
low burners on those boilers. If those oil companies came to the district, we could them 
what could do. It would cost them money but they can do things that are ate and 
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important to remember when we're 
about the 
every case 
your Do you 
enforcement 
and 
but I think that 
that had to 
both 
I think there ought to be 
the use of 
and 
onshore. The fact that eight miles out 
difference because emissions are just as 
you see any room for 
have any for 
from onshore 
I think where we want to be sure that if 
low sulphur 
there are other and I'd be 
I can think of offhand. 
California 
in terms of both volume 
your Catherine 
of Governments, SCAG. 
Catherine 
to be here • As 
side of the concerns that 
involved in 
environmental concern that we 
here in the L.A. Basin. Other 
to 
tankers and other 
One issue that I think is 
are that we're 
crude was 
in is that the 
crude that is being projected to be in Santa Barbara has four times the sulphur content 
of Alaskan crude, which it's designed to replace, and that Alaskan crude is already to be 
fairly high in sulphur. It's 50 percent heavier and it has six times the metal content of the 
crude. 
The im of these characteristics do concern regional makers. 
requires more refining to produce the lighter product that the refiners want to and 
t, to refine the product, more results in more combustion and more air pollution. Higher su 
means that everything has to deal with more corrosion, particularly in the refineries. The 
effects are particularly significant because the oil is being heated to 500-800 degrees to refine and 
then there are the issues of sulphur emissions that could result as well. The high metal content raises 
questions about the potential for highly toxic metals to end up in the air emissions and in the 
products of OCS refining. That really hasn't been studied at all to date and could a 
number of years from now be of great concern to people. 
SCAG has been involved in carrying out a number of different projects to date where, as has 
been mentioned before, an ex officio member on the joint advisory panel which is very 
carefully at the Angeles Pipeline. We have worked very heavily with the local governments in our 
region to assure that that pipeline does begin to address some of the cumulative impacts of 
development of OCS crude and the transportation of that crude to the Los Angeles area for 
CalTrans has requested that SCAG conduct an ongoing public advisory forum regarding the Angeles 
Pipeline and we are using that forum, the first one met February 19. The next one is going be 
19; that one will deal in particular with pipeline safety issues and we plan to address air quality issues 
at a future meeting. We think this is a very important mechanism that complements the EIR 
to really involve local governments and public officials, as well as members of the public that are 
very interested in actually determining what the issues are and coming up with creative mi 
for those problems. 
Staff has been publishing a document called "Focus On Oil" that alerts governments in Southern 
California to the activities related to OCS development affecting Southern California, and our local 
government members have found this a very valuable mechanism to keep up-to-date on what1s 
happening and comment on what's going on. And we've also provided analyses of EIR's for a full range 
of different kinds of issues. 
We think that some of the actions that are needed include state and legislative support for the 
Angeles Pipeline EIS to address all of the cumulative impacts, to really look at it from a full systems 
approach, and we appreciate your statements in the past and hope that you'll maintain that stance in 
the future. We really feel that there's a need for state or federal financial support for independent 
assessment of the long-term trends toward refining the poor quality crude in this region. The Angeles 
Pipeline EIR hopefully will begin to address those issues but it can only address the amounts that are 
being proposed to come here, that's 300,000 barrels per day. It's very likely that much greater 
quantities, 10 to 15 years from now, much greater quantities will be in this area. We know 
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development offshore of Southern California. We would like to see the same controls required 
offshore as is currently required onshore and if the pipeline is constructed, we would like to see 
stringent controls on construction emissions. They should be made part of the permits. 
There hasn't been much said--there's been some reference made to the emission reduction 
credits that the refineries feel they have in the bank now to use for the modifications. It's the 
Coalition's position that these emission reductions are not contemporaneous with the pipeline and 
should not be used for refinery modifications. And finally, the cumulative impact analysis we would 
like to see done before the pipeline is permitted. 
CHAIRMAN ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much. In summing up, then, there is an air 
crisis. The South Coast Air Basin is one of the worst air pollution problems in the country and federal 
health standards have already been exceeded. Exploration and development of offshore oil needs to 
be closely examined and monitored to make sure there's absolutely no interference with the 
attainment and maintenance of state and federal ambient air quality standards. Specifically, 
comprehensive review of the air pollution problem as needed. Such a review should consider all the 
impacts associated with increased oil production, including transporting and refining the oil. And 
have some legislation that would provide the preparation of a systemwide environmental impact 
report in order to bring about that comprehensive review. 
I just want to, before closing, I want to thank Naomi Schwartz, representing Senator Gary Hart. 
I'm going to tell Gary Hart that you probably asked more questions than he would have had he been 
here and I welcome them all. Thank you very much. 
The hearing is concluded. 
--ooOoo--
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EXCEED BOTH AMBIENT AIR 
STANDARDS ( 
APPENDIX A 
ALTHOUGH THE DISTRICT HAS BEEN COMMENDED FOR THE 
PROGRESS BEING MADE, EACH INCREMENT IN AIR QUALITY 
IMPROVEMENT COMES HARDER AND HARDER. OUR BEST EFFORTS IN 
PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTING INNOVATIVE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
MEASURES FALL SHORT IN DEMONSTRATING ATTAINMENT OF CERTAIN 
AIR QUALITY STANDARDS. AS A RESULT, ANY NEW ACTIVITY WHICH 
INCREASES AIR POLLUTION IS A MATTER OF CONCERN TO THE 
DISTRICT'S BOARD AND STAFF. 
THE POTENTIAL EXISTS FOR SUBSTANTIAL EMISSIONS 
INCREASES FROM PRODUCTION, TRANSPORT AND REFINING OF CRUDE 
OIL. UNMITIGATED OR INADEQUATELY MITIGATED EMISSIONS FROM 
OCS DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES WOULD BE INCONSISTENT WITH THE 
TACTICS AND POLICIES ADOPTED BY THE DISTRICT BOARD IN OUR 
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN. SUCH A NET INCREASE IN 
EMISSIONS RESULTING FROM THESE ACTIVITIES WOULD MAKE IT MORE 
DIFFICULT FOR US TO REACH OUR CLEAN AIR GOALS. 
ALTHOUGH WE HAVE IN PLACE A NEW SOURCE REVIEW RULE 
WHICH REQUIRES A GREATER NET REDUCTION OF EXISTING EMISSIONS 
THAN INCREASES RESULTING FROM MAJOR NEW OR MODIFICATIONS OF 
EXISTING SOURCES, THAT RULE IS NOT EFFECTIVE OUTSIDE THE 
THREE-MILE LIMIT. EMISSIONS FROM BEYOND THE THREE-MILE 
LIMIT ARE, HOWEVER, BLOWN ASHORE BY THE PREVAILING WINDS AND 
HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE AIR QUALITY ONSHORE. (FIGURE 2) 
PRELIMINARY MODELING RESULTS INDICATE THAT A SINGLE PLATFORM 
THREE MILES OFFSHORE CAN CONTRIBUTE UP TO 140 UG/M3 INCREASE 
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3 
IN N02 ONSHORE UNDER THE DISTRICT NEW 
SOURCE REVIEW THIS LEVEL 
IMPACT NOT BE PERMITTED. 
WE HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY AND A COMMITMENT TO PROTECT 
THE PUBLIC HEALTH FROM DAMAGES BROUGHT ON BY EXPOSURES TO 
HIGH AIR POLLUTION LEVELS. 
A 
FOR THAT REASON, THE DISTRICT BELIEVES THAT FEDERAL 
STATUTES GOVERNING OCS DEVELOPMENT SHOULD EXPLICITLY REQUIRE 
THE IMPOSITION OF BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY ON ALL 
POLLUTION SOURCES INVOLVED IN OCS DEVELOPMENT AND SHOULD 
REQUIRE THAT EMISSION INCREASES DUE TO OCS ACTIVITIES BE 
OFFSET AT A GREATER THAN 1 TO 1 RATIO. THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT SHOULD IMPOSE THE SAME OBLIGATIONS ON POLLUTION 
SOURCES UNDER ITS JURISDICTION AS IT REQUIRES US TO IMPOSE 
UPON POLLUTION SOURCES WITHIN OUR JURISDICTION. OCS 
ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE EVALUATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW 
SOURCE REVIEW (NSR) RULE OF THE ADJACENT COASTAL DISTRICT. 
FURTHER, AS A SAFEGUARD AGAINST HAVING CUMULATIVE AIR 
IMPACTS INADEQUATELY MITIGATED, THE SOUTH COAST DISTRICT 
BOARD SUPPORTS LEGISLATION THAT WOULD PROVIDE FOR THE 
PREPARATION OF A SYSTEM-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. 
SENATE BILL 1868 AND SENATE BILL 2027, RECENTLY INTRODUCED 




OUR DISTRICT WILL WORK VERY CLOSELY WITH SENATOR ROSENTHAL 
ON THESE MEASURES 
THAT CONCLUDES MY TESTIMONY. I WOULD BE HAPPY TO 
RESPOND TO ANY QUESTIONS YOU MIGHT HAVE. 
-57-
